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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

e EEEEEEEEE—————— e  —— —  —— ——— — — ——— —— ————————— —————————— — ——

The purpose of this report, requested by the Africa Bureau Office of Sustainable Development,
Agriculture, Natural Resources, and Rural Enterprise Division, is to review the potential use of
USAID’s environmental review process (ERP) in broadening and deepening the promotion of
environmental governance and to derive practical steps to maximize both environmental and
democratic governance benefits. An important theoretical premise of this report is that the
environmental review process is more than simply a way of ensuring environmental integrity in
fragile rural African lands. Much more, this process is a proactive approach to bringing more
transparency, accountability, participation, and predictability to rural Africans, as they attempt to
develop their resources and improve their socioeconomic lot.

A review of USAID’s environmental procedures and tools shows that they bear on governance in
three senses: in collaborating in obtaining data (applicable to the initial scoping exercise); in the
requirement for public notification; and in the role-of monitoring, which potentially involves
community participation.

The Africa Bureau’s approach to environmental management builds on public participation and
empowerment through the political process. The Bureau’s direct link to governance is its 1997
strategic objective: Strengthened Cross-Sectoral Synergies between Democracy and Governance
and the Africa Bureau Program in Key Areas. This initiative has resulted, over the past several
years, In several USAID Mission efforts to apply that strategy to environmental and natural
resource management. Programs in Guinea, Madagascar, Zambia and Zimbabwe, serve as
examples of the deepening and strengthening of environment sector reforms through democratic
governance. A key finding from a synthesis of country studies is that it is especially the process
of decentralization and the consultative-participatory approach that contribute to the syvnergy of
cross-sectoral links involving democratic governance.

A review of the Democracy and Governance Office program in sub-Saharan Africa points to a
number of specific country and regional programs that fall under the rubrics of rule of law,
elections and political processes, civil society, and governance. Its portfolios are directed at
major, critical issues affecting centralized governments. These include corruption, the absence
of transparency in government, poorly developed civil societies, among others. Efforts in cross-
sectoral integration are thwarted by the fact that many of these centralized govemments do not
want to give up their power to local governments. It is precisely at the local government level,
however, where most of the useful cross-sectoral democratic governance-environment programs
took place. More generally, there is an absence of guidelines in the Agency for cross-sectoral
programming and, furthermore, there are no incentives for USAID staff, at either the central or
Mission levels, to participate outside their sectors.

A series of mini-case studies demonstrate the benefits and constraints to a cross-sectoral
approach, which integrates environmental purposes and democratic governance aims in the same
activity. These mini-cases attempt to represent a broad range of both environmental and
democratic governance activities. Cases selected from Ethiopia, Guinea, Madagascar, Tanzania,
and a sub-Saharan regional program reflect varying degrees of progress towards the achievement
of the norms of democratic governance. While some represent fledgling attempts to marry the
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environment to democracy and governance, others underscore the progress that can be made by
employing the environmental assessment as a vehicle for the promotion of D&G.

The mini-cases are followed by a review of consultative-participatory techniques - specifically
those applications that can enhance the ERP. Some of the USAID approaches cited earlier are
good examples, as are several from The World Bank. While it has borrowed much of the basic
framework of USAID’s environmental procedures, in many respects - the World Bank has gone
beyond USAID in elaborating methods and techniques for incorporating different forms of
public participation in the ERP. Through the public consultative-participatory orientation of its
environmental assessment approach, the World Bank has introduced numerous methods,
techniques, and steps for interfacing with the public.

The eight-step USAID approach to the ERP provides a systematic framework for reviewing
democratic governance techniques that are usefully applied to that process. All eight steps
provide an opening for a consultative-participatory orientation, wherein emphasis is especially
placed on the representativeness of affected groups and stakeholders and on issues of social
equity. The consultative-participatory approach 1s incorporated into the ERP at the following
eight points: (1) initial examination of issues, (2) in the scoping exercise, (3) public disclosure
sessions, (4) the assessment itself, 5&#6) finalizing the mitigation and monitoring plans, 7)
implementation, and 8) evaluation.

Finally, we present a recommended approach to the strengthening of democratic governance in
the ERP. A general recommendation is for the Africa Burean Office of Sustainable

Development—Agriculture, Natural Resources, and Rural Enterprise Division environment

program managers to take the lead in organizing a comprehensive discussion, that would bring
together a broad spectrum of environmentalists and democracy and governance specialists to
dialogue on ways to operationalize the ERP, as a tool for promoting governance in the African
rural context. The intention of such a dialogue is to employ the ERP as a proactive approach to
bringing more transparency, accountability, participation, and predictability to rural Africans in
their access to and management of the environment.

Following such a dialogue, a series of specific, individualized trainings should be considered.

These will bring together environmentalists and D & G specialists with an interest in African

rural development issues to discuss how to cooperate in enhancing the eight steps of the ERP
outlined throughout this report. Possible training outcomes that will contribute to broadening
and deepening the governance function of the ERP are presented.

A power point presentation developed specifically to accompany this paper has been designed to
promote the synergizing of the democratic governance and environment linkage.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION
E . e U e

A. PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is to:

1. Review the potential use of USAID’s environmental review process in broadening and
deepening the promotion of good governance.

2. Consider the potential value-added of such broadened and deepened govemnance to
improved environmental assessment.

3. Provide practical steps to those implementing environmental reviews, so as to maximize
governance benefits.

4. Provide practical steps to democracy and governance officials on the usefulness of the

environmental review process, also in optimizing good governance.

The first part of the report presents existing approaches to the environmental review process. It
also reviews democratic governance sirategies used to enhance programs in the environment.
The second part presents several mini-case studies of linkages between a narrower environmental
governance and a broader democratic governance. A discussion on the linkages between
environment and democracy and governance comprises the third part. lts takeoff point is the
environmental review process and democracy and governance program objectives. The last part
shows how the potential linkages between these two sectors might result in practical steps for
both environmentalists and democracy specialists in enhancing governance in their fields and, by
implication, in their respective program results.

This review has at least two distinct audiences, first, the above-mentioned democracy experts
and, second, environmental specialists. A likely third audience is policy makers at both
technical-sector and policy levels, including regional bureau and program and policy officials.
While the report’s focus is on the USAID Africa Bureau’s Sustainable Development Office.
Agriculture, Natural Resources, and Rural Enterprise Division - it will also look to other regions
and other institutions for lessons learned and best practices. (See Annex | for the Scope of
Work.)

B. BACKGROUND

Since the late 1970s, all of the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) projects
have been subject to an environmental review (ER) process, prior to Congressional obligation of
funds. The ER process aims to eliminate or render tolerable any potential negative impacts on
the physical environment of USAID interventions. It follows closely the legal and regulatory
elements of the U.S. National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) of 1969.

The NEPA, rooted in a long-evolving political culture - based on govemance, rule of law, and
civil society - incorporates many of the elements of what we might call “environmental
governance.” This concept embraces such traits as unconstrained advocacy, pubhic participation,
procedural openness and disclosure, careful drafting and review of laws, regulations, and
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procedures, wide publication of results, means of recourse in law by affected or interested
parties, and enforcement by statutorily empowered regulatory agencies at national and local
levels. Representing elements of democraoy and good governance generally, these are tra1ts that
we simply take for granted at home.

It is the relative absence of these traits in many of the countries assisted by USAID that the
Agency’s Democracy and Governance (D&G) program aims to address. Supporting democracy
activities in developing and transition countries, this program focuses on four areas: rule of law,
elections and political processes, civil society, and governance. The Agency goal is to help in
political transitions by improving citizens’ relations with their governments, promoting
transparency, accountability, broad participation, and the protection of rights.

It is at the intersection of the more specific concept of environmental governance and the more
general one of democratic governance, where the interests of Africa Bureau environmentalists
and the D&G program converge. Such a convergence is at present somewhat theoretical, in that
there is only limited collaboration between the two groupings in deepening and broadening
environmental governance. This report hopes to provide the basis for bringing them closer
together in exploring just that possibility.

Theoretical Framework — Our theoretical premise for the report is rooted in a political
economy framework, namely, that the predominant resource for rural Africans is the natural
resource base. Given that natural resources are their source of wealth and power, natural
resource management and environmental review therefore become the basic avenues for the
introduction of democratic governance in rural Africa. In this context the environmental review
process is more than simply a way of ensuring environmental integrity in fragile rural African
lands. It is much more than that: it represents a proactive approach to bringing more
transparency, accountability, participation, and predictability to rural Africans, as they attempt to
develop their resources and to improve their socioeconomic lot.

C. METHODOLOGY

The methodology is based on interviews, review of documentation, and the development of
mini-case studies. Interviews were held with representatives of both the environmental and
democracy and governance fields (see Annex 2 for persons contacted). Documents include a
broad array of mainly published reports, articles, official guidance, and other publications of
USAID, the World Bank, and numerous non-governmental organizations. World Bank
documents were included, particularly in light of the attention they give, at least implied, to
aspects of governance in environment programs. Mini-case studies are based on examples that
include important lessons learned and best practices on how to deepen and broaden the impact of
environmental governance.

Definitional Issues — Many environmentalists use the term ‘environmental assessment’ to
comprise all aspects of the environmental review activity, from the initial examination, through
scoping, to pubic disclosure, the development of mitigation plans, and finally the putting in place
of a monitoring system. However, because of the complexity and potential richness of the entire
environmental review activity and its implications for introducing more proactive democratic
governance interventions, we have introduced, for the purpose of this report, the broader concept
of the environmental review process (ERP). This distinction will become clear, as we begin to
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dissect the different pieces and levels of environmental review and to see how they are

operationalized towards the goal of achieving democratic governance in the area of the
environment.

A second definitional issue relates to our earlier-mentioned theoretical framework: namely, how
to define ‘environmental governance.” Here we use the term to mean a proactive approach to
using the ERP to empower rural African people, so that they can benefit from access to and more
rational use of natural resources. We also see this approach as rendering the process of

environmental review more transparent, open to principles of accountability, more participatory.
and ultimately more predictable.

D. ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

Chapter 2 introduces the framework of the USAID environmental review process. It reviews the
Africa Bureau approach to environmental management, as well as its democratic governance-
environment cross-sectoral strategy. Then comes a review of the Agency’s Democracy and
Governance Office strategy and program. Chapter 3 presents several mini-case studies that
illustrate the effects of improved linkage between the environmental review process and
democratic governance. The fourth chapter covers the broader conceptual field of linkages
between environmental and democratic governance, based mainly on donor and implementing
partner approaches to making those linkages more responsive to the principles of governance and
civil society. Last, Chapier 5 draws conclusions on the convergence of environmental and
democratic governance, which serve as the basis for recommendations and practical steps for

both environmental and democracy officers, on how to improve the environmental-governance
linkage in Africa.
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CHAPTER 2

USAID ENVIRONMENTAL PROCEDURES, APPROACHES TO
ENVIRONMENTAL GOVERNANCE, AND SUPPORT FOR
DEMOCRATIC GOVERNANCE

With the growing concern in the early 1970s for environmental protection domestically and
internationally, USAID, in the late 1970s, began in eamest to put in place a series of safeguards.
This resulted in a systematic development of Agency environmental procedures. In time, given a
deepening concern for the political fate of USAID countries, an approach to democratic
governance began to evolve. By the late 1990s, efforts were begun, perhaps more intensively in
the Africa Bureau than in other Bureaus, to link the two fields, democratic governance on the one
hand, and the environment, on the other.

Here, we first consider USAID’s environmental procedures, with the aim of understanding the
basic review process. We also glean from the procedures any implications for democratic
governance, of which there are at least a few. Next we review the Africa Bureau's approach to
environmental management, with the aim, again, of sorting out governance implications. Then
we turn to the Africa Bureau’s deliberate effort to link democratic and environmental
governance, through a brief review of several of its Mission programs. We also review the
Agency’s Democracy and Governance Office’s Africa programs. Finally, we briefly explore
differences in approach to democratic governance, between USAID’s Democracy and
Governance Office and selected Africa Bureau Missions.

Rather than taking for granted the meaning of certain terms used throughout the text, we have
defined these terms. These definitions are derived mainly from Groelsema’s 2000 synthesis of
democracy and governance cross-sectoral case studies, and are cast in a developmental context.
Democracy is defined as: inclusiveness and wider participation in government and public affairs
of marginalized and under-represented groups; it includes voice, empowerment, equal rights,
representation, power-sharing, and ownership. Governance is the process by which the
ensemble of public rules, policies, laws, codes, regulations, and guidelines are made and
enforced; it includes principles of transparency, fairness, accountability, and responsiveness.
Finally, synergy is the value-added or additional development benefits derived from the
combined actions of two or more sector (or strategic objective) teams or Agency partners. that
would not have occurred through independent action.

A. ANOVERVIEW OF USAID’S ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS
1. ENVIRONMENTAL PROCEDURES AND TOOLS

Agency environmental procedures are based initially on the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, and,
also on the Code of Federal Regulations, no. 22, Part 216, enacted in the late [970s. USAID
professionals refer to these procedures collectively as, “Regulation 216,” or even briefer, as
“Reg. 16.” They are intended to “be used by A.LD. to ensure that environmental factors and
values are integrated into the A.LD. decision-making process.”
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USAID environmental policy aims generally to help upgrade the quality of life of the poor in
developing countries. Specifically, it is USAID policy to: 1) ensure the identification of
environmental consequences of USAID financed activities, 2) assist developing countries to
strengthen their capability to manage the environment, 3) identify impacts of USAID activities
on the biosphere, and 4) define environmental factors that constrain development.

More recent inclusions, under the ER, are the conservation and sustainable management of
tropical forests, compliance of global climate change activities with the Knollenberg Amendment
for Climate Change-Related Programs, and actions necessary to conserve biological diversity. A
separate biosafety determination was also added to the ER process, wherein a review was
required, if an activity potentially involved the use of genetically modified organisms in
research, field trials, or dissemination. For current purposes, the policy applies to societies in
transition, as well as to developing countries.

Environmental procedures include several tools for ensuring the application of the above policy.
The original language of Regulation 216 is used, so as retain the precise, intended definition.
Listed in the temporal order in which they are carried out, the major tools and one intervening
decision point are:

> First is the Initial Environmental Examination (IEE), which is the first review of the

' reasonably foreseeable effects of a proposed action on the environment. Its function is to

provide a brief statement of the factual basis for a Threshold Decision, as to whether an
Environmental Assessment or an Environmental Impact Statement will be required.

3 Next, the Threshold Decision referred to in the above definition is defined as a formal
Agency decision which determines, based on an Initial Environmental Examination,
whether a proposed Agency action is a major action significantly affecting the
environment. (A significant effect on the environment is one that does significant harm to
the environment.) Scoping for a more intensive analysis can include the participation of,
among others, representatives of host governments and public and private institutions,
whose inclusion has implications for governance.

> Third, an Environmental Assessment (EA) is a detailed study of the reasonably
foreseeable significant effects, both beneficial and adverse, of a proposed action on the
environment of a foreign country or countries.

» Fourth is an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), which is a detailed study of the
reasonably foreseeable environmental impacts, both positive and negative, of a proposed
action and its reasonable alternatives on the U.S, the global environment, or on areas
outside the jurisdiction of any nation. It is a specific document that has a definite format
and content. '
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DEMOCRATIC GOVERNANCE AND THE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

The flow chart which follows illustrates the steps in the ER process and the points in the process
where attention should be given to the issue of Democratic Governance.

STEP i

Summarize planned activities

\

STEP2
Screen activities to determine what
level of ER is needed

STEP 2B
Include Democratic Governance assessment in screening by asking:
How will this project impact atfected groups?
What role will they have in mitigating possible negative
impacts or in otherwise benefiting from the project?

\/ \/

IF NONE
Proceed with ER
process

IF POSITIVE
a. What impact, which people.

what benefits?

STEP 3
Scoping ER:

a. Agree on extent and mode of
consultation

b. [dentify stakeholders

c. Disclose relevant project
information

d. Determine stakehoider concerns
and include in SOW

STEP 4
ER Proceeds through Finalization of Report:
a. Disclosure of method & findings
b. Agree on mitigation measures with stakeholders
c. Ensure stakeholders’ concerns addressed

STEPS
Review EA Findings and Recommendations:
a. Public disclosure of findings and recommendations
b. Finalize mitigation plan & disclose to stakeholders
c. Finalize environmental monitoring plan through
consultation with stakeholders
d. Finalize mitigation plan and disclose to stakeholders

Enhancing the Synergy of Environmental 6 August 2002
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» Last is the Program Environmental Assessment (PEA), which is used to assess the

environmental effects of a number of individual actions and their cumulative
environmental impact in a given country or geographic area - only if the impacts are
generic or common to a class of agency actions or to other activities which are not
country-specific. '

2. APPLICATION OF THE PROCEDURES

As with many regulations, first stated is what is excluded from their purview. These so-called
‘categorical exclusions,’ are based on criteria that exclude the activity from requiring an Initial
Environmental Examination (IEE), an Environmental Assessment (EA), or an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS). When an IEE is required, it includes a Threshold Decision, if the
proposed action will have a significant effect on the environment; this is then followed by either
an EIS or an EA. Negative Declaration means that an action having a significant effect on the
environment is not required, because that effect has already been formally addressed in other
Statements or Assessments.

The remainder of the applications language concerns details of the scope, procedure and content
of a specific EA or EIS. Important to this process are vetting the results within USAID for
review, and the inclusion of Assessments or Statements in the Agency project and program
approval process. Monitoring is another recommended part of the design of an EIS or an EL. It
is defined as “measurement of any changes in environmental quality, positive or negative, during
[their] implementation.” This requires, as stated, a data baseline, at the outset.

3. IMPLICATIONS OF THE REVIEW PROCESS FOR DEMOCRACY AND
GOVERNANCE

The link of the ER process to governance occurs in the interface of that process with the human
environment. In assuring against any adverse impacts on the human environment, the ER
process stipulates several steps. Foremost is the stipulation of Collaboration with Affected
Nation on Preparation. According to Regulation 216.6,

Collaboration in obtaining data, conducting analyses and considering alternatives
will help build an awareness of development associated environmental problems
in less developed countries, as well as assist in building an indigenous
institutional capability to deal nationally with such problems.

A further requirement, under the more recent USAID Programming Policy on Environmental
Procedures, is public notification. This procedure requires “providing reasonable notification to
the affected public and, as feasible, encouraging public participation, review and comment on the
Scoping Statements and their related Environmental Assessments and Environmental Impact
Statements.”

Relevant to governance issues is the role of monitoring, though it is not stated as such, under
Regulation 216. Tts relevance is that, at least for smaller, community-based projects, monitoring,
in all likelihood, is to be carried out, in part, by members. Such an activity gives to these
community members, first, the opportunity to actively participate in a donor-supported activity,
and, second, at another level, provides a sense of ownership of the activity. In the case of the
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second, monitoring by community members gives them a stake in coming to know and
understand how a given activity is significantly affecting their immediate environment, while
there is still time to avert negative effects. Even better, monitoring an activity under
mplementation allows community members to have input to improve their environmental
conditions.

Public notification and community participation in monitoring are two of the important hinges in
the environmental governance-democratic governance linkage. However, they represent only a
small and very limited facet, of that linkage.

The following is an overview of the Africa Bureau’s environmental management programs, with
an emphasis on the broad aspects of governance inherent in them,

B. AFRICA BUREAU APPROACH TO ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT:
IMPLICATIONS FOR GOVERNANCE

One definition of the Africa Bureau’s approach to environmental management is effectively
captured in a 1996 technical paper on Environmental Guidelines for Smali-Scale Activities in
Africa. The approach, as defined, is “to promote environmentally sound development activities
that build on principles of sustainable natural resource management.”  Furthermore,
environmentally sound design is built on what that same document defines as “the public’s
participation and empowerment through the political process.” Participation and empowerment,
the document continues, is what will allow Africans themselves to “take charge of the
environmental movement, directly at the grassroots level.”

1. THE ROLE OF LOCAL POPULATIONS IN SMALL-SCALE ACTIVITIES

In further specifying the role of grassroots, the above-mentioned Guidelines indicate that local
populations should be involved at the outset of the design process. Implicit in participation in
design and implementation is that “local resource users are more likely to develop a sense of
responsibility and ownership.” Extending the logic of this formula is the likelihood of an
enhanced role for the community to become involved in monitoring long-term environmenial
impacts and the community’s possible subsequent role in mitigating adverse environmental
impacts. Women in particular are noted in this approach as being important carriers of
knowledge about local resource management and as imporiant local contributors to project
design.

The Guidelines do not specify how participation and ownership are to be achieved — partly
because these two conditions are not consistent across societies and economies, and therefore
must be locally contextualized. Monitoring and evaluation is one area, perhaps, in which local
participation can occur, because it is not so contingent on specific economic or sociopolitical
conditions.

2. A PARTICIPATORY APPROACH TO MONITORING AND EVALUATION

One of the most direct routes to environmental governance seems to be through participatory
monitoring and evaluation (PME). The single caveat here, however, and a big one at that, s
small-scale activities - where persons living in and affected by activities constitute a readvmade
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body of people who are by definition stakeholders, and who can be involved in collecting
monitoring data. PME applied to large-scale projects may be less feasible because of the
difficulty in locating distreet groupings of stakeholders who are directly affected.

World Wildlife Fund (WWF) has been involved with the Africa Bureau in developing PME
locally-based data collection plans, as also described in the earlier-mentioned Environmental
Guidelines for Small-Scale Activities in Africa. Early agreement among project participants as to
what the baseline should be, and who should collect data, and when - is imperative in PME
planning. This task is usually accomplished through a workshop. It will often result in the
formation of a team of project personnel and interest group members. The team will collect data
of direct relevance to the project purpose, as a routine implementation task. Community
members of the PME team should be trained and paid for their work.

A further benefit of the locally-developed PME approach is that measurement of change 1s
usually practical in character, reflecting issues and changes of local interest. In reporting its
success with PME in the African context, WWF has noted, “participatory M&E strengthens
participants’ skills, promotes autonomy, and fosters the activity’s long-term sustainability.”

In order to enhance our understanding of the scope and variety of democratic governance
opportunities, we will now review the Bureau’s efforts in democracy and governance. This
includes a look at the relevance of D&G work to environmental governance.

C. ANOVERVIEW OF BUREAU PROMOTION OF ENVIRONMENTAL
GOVERNANCE IN MISSION PROGRAMS

An important link of democratic and environmental governance is represented in an effort by the
Africa Bureau’s Office of Sustainable Development, Division of Democracy and Governance.
Such cooperation is based on the 1997 strategic objective: Strengthened Cross-Sectoral
Synergies between Democracy and Governance and Africa Burean Program in Key Areas. This
strategy is rooted, in part, in the idea that sectoral programming is the right vehicle for launching
and sustaining governance reforms. In a paper by Walker on integrating democratic governance
and sectoral work, he noted that, “sectoral programming and DG reform need to be seen as
inextricably linked and mutually reinforcing and rot as disconnected rivals.” While perhaps a bit
overstated, his point is well taken. We turn now to the field implementation of that concept, as it
is embodied in the above strategic objective.

1. PROMOTING DEMOCRATIC GOVERNANCE THROUGH CROSS-
SECTORAL LINKAGES

The Bureau’s strategy of creating cross-sectoral linkages through democratic governance, has
resulted, over the past few years, in a conscious effort by several USAID Missions to implement
that strategy. Case studies have been done by the Bureau on five countries — Guinea,
Madagascar, Mali, Zambia and Zimbabwe — in cooperation with the Center for Development
Information and Evaluation; this was followed by a Bureau synthesis. All of these case studies,
with the exception of Mali, bear directly on the issue of environmental governance. The
following highlights four of the five case studies.

Enhancing the Synergy of Environmental 9 Angust 2002
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Guinea: In fulfilling the strategy of Improved Local and National Governance through Active
Participation, USAID/Guinea chose to work, in part, in natural resource management (NRM).
NRM activities included work with village land management committees and with an inter-
village forestry management committee. In the first, participation and leadership followed more
traditional organizing rules, while for the second, it was based on a more representative
selection. This latter approach resulted in an expanded participation, from the more traditional
model of village notables. While participation was closely tied to the strict objectives of the
NRM activities, thereby diminishing a more total empowerment of villagers, it nevertheless
seermed to have given them a model for forming voluntary associations for future application.

Madagascar: In response to the USAID/Madagascar strategic objective, Biologically Diverse
Ecosystems Conserved in Priority Conservation Zones, a bio-diversity conservation project was
introduced. Governance links to this project included support of government bodies responsible
for safeguarding ecological zones, empowerment of local communities directly affected by
biodiversity, assistance to environmental NGOs, and collaborative work with ali stakeholders,
from international donors to local communities in problem-solving. Madagascar is only briefly
highlighted, because it is presented in Chapter 4 as a mini-case study.

Zambia: USAID/Zambia, through its DG strategy, Expanded Opportunity for Effective
Participation in Democratic Governance, developed an activity to promote responsible advocacy
by civil society organizations. Specifically, as concemns environmental issues, the Mission has
supported the process of building local organizational capacity to fill a gap created by the
government’s decision, in the early 1990s, to liberalize the management of wildlife facilities.
Now, local communities, comprising village area groups, perform many of the previous duties of
the wildlife ministry and district governments, by helping to manage local wildlife areas,
including raising funds from the sale of tourist and hunting rights. A spin-off effect of this local
activity has influenced the passage of the Zambia Wildlife Act in 1998, which empowers all
communities to manage their local natural resources in the manner described above. This
example is also presented as a mini-case in Chapter 4.

Zimbabwe: In Zimbabwe, the USAID Mission developed a program to devolve natural resource
management from national to local levels. In so doing, it provided opportunities to integrate
democratic governance into environmental programs. Specifically, the USAID-supported
Zimbabwe Communal Areas Management Program for Indigenous Resources was the result of
legislation to give rural district councils authority over wildlife (commonly known as
CAMPFIRE). Based on the premise that local communities should be fully and directly
involved in environmental and economic decisions, these communities found ways to locate
sources for legal funds, they developed management skills, and, in sum, they succeeded in
stabilizing poaching. In addition to the initial legislation, a sustainable wildlife resource that
generated income and a committed, innovative national parks and wildlife management
department were instrumental in the success of this program.

2. DEEPENING AND STRENGTHENING SECTOR REFORM THROUGH
DEMOCRATIC GOVERNANCE

A synthesis of the above country cases suggests that democratic governance strengthens sector
reform. Sectoral reform, according to synthesis author Groelsema, provides societies with a
laboratory for developing democratic culture. Furthermore, he suggests that:
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Promoting democratic governance principles, such as participation and advocacy
through sectoral lenses, serves the objectives of empowering people to participate
more fully in the management of lacal services, improve their quality of life, and
gives them opportunities to interact with their government and to hold it
accountable.

A key finding from the synthesis is that both the process of decentralization and the development
of civil society contribute to democratic governance links. In the country cases, it was found that
Missions focused on the democratic governance-sector linkage mainly at decentralized levels.
For the environmental projects, Missions also tended to support community-based natural
resource management groupings.

There are also contextual and organizational factors that facilitate the DG-sector linkage, in
leading to program and project success. These are:

> Host country receptivity to democratic change;
> Mission leadership sympathetic to DG synergies;
> DG synergy, a shared strategic priority among Mission staff (and there is staff

continuity);
> New Mission organizational structures to implement linked programs, and
> Innovative Mission planning, due to a “new look™ at how to use earmarked funds.

However, there are also significant constraints to cross-sectoral integration, some of which are:
Contextual

» Limited incentive for centralized governments to decentralize power to local government
Policy

> Congressional earmarks which promote stove-piping;

» Absence of clear review guidelines for cross-sectoral programs, and

> Lack of institutional incentives for linkage (i.e., for USAID staff to engage in it)
Operational
Measurement of cross-sector impact;
Contractual modes restrict options;
Linkages require more staff effort;

Staff specialization, turnover and lack of cross-sector training, and
Demands more organizational complexity and greater communications.

v v v vY

Generally, the type of DG-linkage to sectoral reform described above does not especially fit the
USAID organizational management mold. We have not seen the last of this overall constraint,
and especially the one concerning the absence of incentives for USAID staff to go outside their
sectors to engage in cross-sectoral synergies.
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D. USAID DEMOCRACY AND GOVERNANCE QFFICE

The overall Agency goal in democracy and governance is to help in political transitions, by
improving citizens’ relations with their governments, promoting transparency, accountability.
broad participation, and the protection of rights. A subset of this goal is the stated purpose of
USAID’s Democracy and Governance (D&G) Office, which is to support democratic
governance, in order to promote political transformation and democratic consolidation. It
supports democratic governance in the following ways:

USAID DEMOCRACY & GOVERNANCE OFFICE SUPPORT OF DEMOCRATIC

GOVERNANCE
1. Promotes and protects human rights. 5. Makes integrity, accountability,
transparency, and responsiveness to
citizens at all leveis of governance the
norm.
2. Promotes the rule of law. 6.  Overcomes the insidious legacies of
authoritarian rule.
3. Reinforces the principles of inclusion, 7. Facilitates a deepening of citizen
participation, and competition in all ! participation and cultural
sectors of society. commitment to democratic norms.
. 4. Strengthens public and private 8.  Reinforces the links between political
institutions of democratic ' development and both economic
governance. ' and social development.

The above activities contribute to “inclusive, democratic processes believed to be fundamental in
building states capable of preventing violent conflict.” On the premise that democratic
governance permeates all good development, the D&G Office believes it has a more general role
in incorporating lessons learned into all development programs. While the D&G Office
supports, in principle, a cross-sectoral approach to democratic governance, it, in fact, involves
itself only in limited cross-sector work.

An exception to this finding is the Office’s collaboration with the Biodiversity Support Project.
This is an opportunity to share democratic governance experiences across sectors. It resulted in a
standing working group of participants in the Environment/Democracy and Govemnance
Exchange (EDGE). EDGE is a series of workshops “aimed at deepening our understanding of
linkages and ultimately aimed at developing Agency guidance to ease implementation across
sectors.” To date, as far as we know, EDGE has not resulted in field-based programs.

1. APPLICATION OF D&G OFFICE OBJECTIVES TO AFRICA BUREAU
PROGRAMS

The D&G Office has four distinct objectives, defined in the table below, and delineated by their
presence in Africa Bureau operating units, or in country and regional programs.

Enhancing the Synergy of Environmental 12 August 2002
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DEMOCRACY & GOVERNANCE PROGRAMS IN AFRICA*

Objectives # Country &
Regional Programs

Rule of Law: Legal systems operate more effectively to embody democratic

principles and protect human rights. 16
Elections and Political Processes: Political processes, including elections,

are competitive and more effectively reflect the will of an informed citizenry. 15
Civil Society: Informed citizens’ groups effectively contribute to more 23

responsive government (revised from FY 02 annual report}.
Governance: National and local government institutions more openly and

effectively perform public responsibilities. 20
Total country and tegiomal programs in Africa. with democracy and
governance objectives S _ 27

* “Improving Democracy Promotion: FY 2000,” USAID Center for Democracy & Governance

The D&G FY 2000 Annual Report was used, because it breaks down the objectives by country
and regional programs, whereas more recent reports do not provide that breakdown. The
following is a sampling of the types of programs by objective and country:

Under Rule of Law, the D&G Office supports justice sector assistance activities, as part of its
transition program in Nigeria. In Rwanda, it supports the prosecution of the most serious cases

resulting from the 1994 genocide. A criminal justice reform program is being implemented in

South Africa, in cooperation with the U.S. Department of Justice.

As part of the Elections and Political Processes objective, the D&G Office provided assistance
to Zimbabwe, in pre-election program design, including a pre-election assessment and election-
day observation. It gave election assistance to Guinea-Bissau, Mauritius, and Niger. In Cote
d’Ivoire, support was given in developing a post-coup election strategy, and local civil society
organizations monitored and documented flawed elections processes. It assisted Nigeria in
developing political parties. Under the umbrella of the Consortium for Elections and Political
Process Strengthening, the Office provided assistance to 14 sub-Saharan countries. It also
supported regional activities, through the Association of African Election Authorities.

Under Civil Society, the D&G Office initiated a series of survey assessments of civic education,
in several countries, including South Africa. [t carried out field studies in Ghana, South Africa,
Uganda, and Zimbabwe, on civil society links to economic growth. It supported work with the
free trade union movements in South Africa, Zimbabwe, Nigeria, Kenya, and Ghana.

Governance support included assistance to Nigeria, a democracy priority country, in anti-
corruption, civil-military relations, and decentralization and democratic local governance.
Legislative strengthening was provided to Kenya, Rwanda, and Uganda. Local government
assistance has been given to Nigeria and Namibia.
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It is important to note that at least three of the D&G thrusts have a potential, direct effect on
democratic governance. These are rule of law, civil society, and governance. Even elections and
political processes could have a link, for example, if a developing country political party ran a
‘green’ candidate for elective office. As with elections, the other D&G program objectives have
in fact not been closely linked to promoting democratic governance through the environmental
review process. One of our premises is that this can be viewed as a missed opportunity, on the
basis of which this report intends to provide a series of corrective measures.

2. DIFFERENCES IN CENTRAL D&G OFFICE AND MISSION DG APPROACHES

By now it should be clear that the approaches to democratic governance used by selected
individual Mission DG offices and by the central D&G Office are different. As we have seen.
several Africa Bureau Missions have developed cross-sectoral programs that integrate
democracy and the environment. This requires the cooperation of two offices in design and
implementation and in management-administration. It would be far more difficult for the D&G
Office to collaborate in a similar way with other Bureau offices, given the existence of separate
budgets, as well as several other management organization distinctions. Some of these are
spelled out below.

First, the D&G Office manages portfolios which, for many African countries, are directed at
major, critical issues affecting centralized governments. These include corruption, absence of
transparency in government, poorly developed civil societies, among others. Related is the fact
that many of these centralized governments do not want to give up their power to local
governments - as mentioned in an earlier section on constraints to cross-sectoral integration. It is
precisely at the local government level, however, where most of the useful cross-sectoral
democratic governance-environment programs, that we reviewed earlier, took place. This, of
course, is not to preclude central governments from such cross-sectoral programs.

Second, there is an absence of transparent design, implementation, and measuring-monitoring-
reporting guidelines, for such cross-sectoral programming. Moreover, there are no incentives for
USAID staff, at either the central or Mission levels, to participate outside of their sectors.
Mission staff, however, does participate - cither because it is necessitated by the Mission
strategy, and/or because there is professional satisfaction in seeing the synergy of cross-sectoral
projects.

Another distinction in how central offices and Missions operate, is that staff specialization may
not pose a constraint to Missions, because of the relative ease of forming interdisciplinary teams.
Whether cross-sectoral programs are present or not, many Missions, worldwide, have strategic
objective teams that are cross-disciplinary. The organizational demands that such cross-
disciplinary efforts put on central offices, seem to inhibit this practice in Washington.
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CHAPTER 3
MINI-CASE STUDIES OF ENVIRONMENTAL GOVERNANCE

A series of mini-case studies is developed to demonstrate the benefits and constraints to a cross-
sectoral approach to integrating environmental purposes and democratic governance aims in the
same activity. These mini-cases attempt to represent a broad range of both environmental and
democratic governance activities. Cases were selected from Ethiopia, Guinea, Madagascar,
Tanzania, and the sub-Saharan regional program. While these are, by no means, exhaustive of
environmental assessments done in Africa, they do reflect some important distinctions,
including:

Geographical diversity.

Differences in environmental policy and practice.

The variety of USAID approaches to the environmental review process.
Types and levels of citizen participation in environmental programs, and
A diversity of environmental issues.

v v v v w

One overall constraint to using the case study approach is that there has not been much detailed
documentation of activities in environmental governance. Where issues of governance are
addressed, these are often not the focus of a particular document. Furthermore, most
documented cases describe local level, grassroots activities, which tend to highlight participation,
in contrast to other aspects of democratic governance. Documentation of higher level, rule of
law and civil society aspects of good governance usually involves a study of policy or legistative
change, which are difficult to document in other than general terms. Nevertheless, we will use
some of the more robust examples, in attempting to craft a realistic picture of the opportunities
and constraints of the environmental review process, for addressing environmental governance
concerns.

A. MINI-CASE 1: CO-MANAGEMENT OF RESERVED FORESTS IN GUINEA
1. BACKGROUND

This study is based on a programmatic environmental assessment {PEA). The assessment was
performed for USAID/Guinea, under the Environmental Policy and Institutional Strengthening
indefinite quantity contract (EPIQ), in early 2001. A PEA of the potential environmental
impacts of co-management activities was proposed to cover forests targeted by USAID.

2. THE ISSUES

Over 100 reserved forests across Guinea have been the object of a growing population’s
invasion, in order to meet its basic household food security and income needs. This is mentioned
here in the context of the national government’s inadequate control and management of these
forests. As a result, USAID began to support a co-managed approach to safeguarding reserved
forests, in which the communities and govermment services would cooperate.
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3. CO-MANAGEMENT AS A MODALITY FOR ENVIRONMENTAL
GOVERNANCE

With government unable to fund the control and management of reserved forests, and with a
growing encroachment of nearby populations, a participatory management approach was
evolved, as the best choice for improved public stewardship of these forests. The approach calls
for shared decision-making concerning the “destiny and use of the forest and a sharing of the
benefits derived from its protection, conservation, and utilization among the adjacent villages.”
It is based on a codified, written agreement between a village-based Forest Committee and the
National Directorate of Waters and Forests (DNEF). The agreement includes management
requirements, based on a fixed valuation of the resource base, and aims at providing villagers
with near-term benefits, in exchange for longer-term trade-offs needed for sustained management
and use. Roles and responsibilities for each party are stipulated in the agreement, including
methods of resource use and their limitations, protective measures, and how to share revenues.

The assessment team noted that in
developing management plans for

; villagers include the following management planning eiements:
different forests, planners had ¢ & i P 8

unintentionally interpreted the | » Preventing permanent conversion to other land uses;
original plan too literally, as a » Protection against fires and fire management;
template, without reference to : éimlitidr{g the dlératipn of ctgl.t:yation on gentle sl?pes;t 1
) e xcluding production activities near sources of water courses along
exact land-use capabilities. their banks:

v

Detailed management ] planni_ng Introducing agroforestry in selected areas;
must be based on baseline studies » Limited access for grazing;

and interactions with affected » Introducing timber and firewood harvesting
communities, and on careful for commercialization;
analysis of the different forest

use to land capabilities.

4, ENVIRONMENTAL AND DEMOCRATIC GOVERNANCE IMPACTS

While environmental impacts of co-management can be derived directly from the assessment,
democratic governance impacts are not so easily determined. They must be inferred from the
assessment, since they were not the deliberate object of the review.

One clear environmental result, based on smaller reserved forests not included under the co-
managed approach, is that they have “been completely overrun by local people and the forest
cover eliminated along with its productive potential and protection functions.” The tendency
will be for population pressures around reserved forests to increase, accompanied by a push
factor, in response to a need for land and new food resources. Thus, marginal and fragile lands
would be cleared and cultivated and, in the absence of erosion controls, lead to land deformation
and soil depletion. In its advanced stages, this process would lead to impact on the watershed,
including downstream flooding and loss of continuous water sources.
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The inadequacy of using a management planning template across all reserved forest areas and
communities has been noted. Can we make the same statement about the human, community-
based aspect of co-management? This is certainly the case, in light of the fact that community
organizational planning requires the same care as environmental planning. Factors such as
status, gender, age, lineage, and land tenure patterns are as important to social management
planning as are environmental factors to that planning process.

The assessment points to the fact that
“the socioeconomic and institutional
dimensions have consistently proven | Several factors influence choices about how a community shares forest

to be the most difficult facet of these “:5‘”5“5: v about land and .
programs tO put in place.” Th]s ncenamtya 0Okt land anad tree tenure 1ssues;

) » Concemn about share in benefits;
occurs, in part, l?e'cause of a |, Degree of stakeholder representation in planning &
resistance of communities to change - implementation;

in this case moving from a state of ¥ Poor understanding of roles and responsibilities:
conflict with forest authorities to one P Poor estimates of cost-benefit: real costs underestimated. benefits

Community Cheices in Co-Management

of conciliation. Some of the factors
that go into a community making the |
‘right’ environmental choices are
presented in the accompanying box. |

overestimated ;

Management plan not attuned to potential for conflicts of interest:
Costs of management not internalized, creating sociai welfare
orientation;

Absence of sanction for not adhering to community consensus.

Sorting out these factors requires
systematic  social research and
planning, including a baseline for tracking socioeconomic and political change.

S. ENVIRONMENTAL GOVERNANCE: FACILITATING SOCIAL CHANGE

Participation as an approach to co-management, was, in effect, ‘necessitated’ by the fact that
people living in and around the forests were using them, in the absence of any rules. In effect,
the residents had a free ride. Co-management required that local residents “make collective and
relatively consensual choices and decisions about the use (limits) and sharing of resources.” The
approach includes an agreement, based on knowledge of resources management and
participatory consultations with a grouping of villages. These consultations determine how the
DNEF and the Forest Committee will work together in proposing solutions, responses, and
interventions. They also fix the roles, rights, and responsibilities of the DNEF and the
Commititee in implementing the agreement.

The assessment team also has suggested that perhaps too much is expected too soon of building
governance structures for co-management. Incremental steps, including the establishment of
interest groups (based on such user groups as hunters, herders, sawyers, beekeepers, fuelwood
artisans), are suggested as a possible alternative to starting “full force™ with the Forest
Committee. The Committee would then become an arbiter of conflicis among the interest
groups. Another step would be to promote understanding and transparency among the present,
complex “multi-tiered village-level management structure,” on a more gradual basis. Such
understanding and transparency will become critical with respect to the eventual production and
investment trade-offs, for they will make or break the sustainability of the management plan.

The assessment team also feels that having all the pieces of the management plan and all the
parties to it arranged at the outset is asking too much. Rather, it suggests a simplification based
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on the original experience. This would take the form of a model contract that is implemented
incrementally, based on a series of steps tied to increased understanding and growing progress.

The assessment includes recommendations for incremental implementation of the co-
management plan. It is noted that we have not covered some of the more complex governance
issues, including the financial and economic costs of co-management, its legal status, and the
role of local NGOs. Finally, the assessment raises the critical question of how much the co-
management model is driven by external consultants versus local forces.

B. MINI-CASE 2: MADAGASCAR — A SHOWCASE OF ENVIRONMENTAL
ACTIVISM

Madagascar 1s in one sense a difficult example for a case study, because there is so much
environmental work going on there. Much of that work is linked closely and consciously to
democratic governance processes. In order to give a sense of the variety of this effort, we have
chosen three types of activities that reflect various aspects of environmental governance. In this
case, we err on the side of variety, sacrificing some of the depth reported in the previous case.

1. BIO-DIVERSITY CONSERVATION: BUILDING ON DEMOCRATIC
INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY

Already alluded to earlier in our review of Africa Bureau assistance in cross-sectoral linkages,
this USAID-supported bio-diversity conservation project addressed several aspects of
governance. As presented in a report on cross-sectoral linkage in Madagascar, completed by
USAID evaluators Lippman and Blue, governance elements are witnessed in the project in the
following way:

Support of government bodies responsible for safeguarding ecological zones;
Empowerment of local communities directly affected by biodiversity;

Assistance to environmental NGOs, and

Collaborative work with all stakeholders, from international donors to local communities
in problem-solving.

v v vwv

This project is an example of a USAID Mission’s integrated approach to an environmental
situation directed at building democratic institutional capacity. Here, local communities, NGOs,
and the government itself have come together to cooperate in a complex institutional
environment.

The project, in meeting an economic growth objective, also found “ways to meet the resource
needs of its population without compromising the diversity of its biological resources.” It
reflects a shift in USAID/Madagascar’s strategy, dating to the 1980s, “from a top-down,

regulatory emphasis, to turning the people living in threatened zones into protectors and -

stakeholders.” Thus, people who live in, or in the vicinity of threatened areas become partners
with government, in a win-win situation, in which government agency roles changed from
“gatekeeper to technical partner allied with stakeholders in conservation, management, and
preservation.” Not to be lett out of this paradigm, are the demand side, environmental advocacy
organizations. USAID has supported their organizational capacity, as part of its dual strategy to
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tap and butld on civil soclety energies, as well as to help meet its biodiversity conservation
objectives.

2. THE ROLE OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION IN PUBLIC REVIEW OF A
MINING FACILITY

With support from USAID, a first ever, comprehensive public review process was initiated in
Madagascar to review the environmentally controversial issue of establishing a mine in a fragile
zone. The QMM mining company had been exploring options to develop an ilmenite mining
operation in a fragile area containing some of the last remaining pieces of littoral forest in the
country. On the other side of the issue, was the huge economic boost that the mine would give 10
this poor region, the country’s largest singie private sector investment.

The mine became an issue, in the face of international and local NGOs, who argued “that QMM
shouid invest more in environmental conservation actions as an actor and partner in the region™ -
and as other forces weighed in to take the economic benefits side of the argument. The public
review process was assisted technically through USAID-supported International Resources
Group (IRG) PAGE (Project d’Appui a la Gestion de I’Environnement or A Support Project to
Madagascar’s Environmental Action Plan).

QMM itself undertook an effort, in early 2001, to address both the social and environmental
issues of its proposed project, through its own environmental impact assessment (EIA). At the
same time that QMM presented its EIA, the government set up a technical evaluation committee
to review the document. Simultaneously, the public review process was begun, and the Ministry
of Environment (MOE) issued a set of regulations stipulating that the public review process be
followed in all investments that had undergone an EIA.

A Public Review Commission then set up and managed public surveys in communities
inhabiting the area of the proposed mine. At these surveys, QMM presented its proposal and
public opinion was registered. Three large public audiences were also held in urban centers to
air the issues. After considerable negotiation, the MOE rendered the Government decision to
award QMM an environmental permit. The permit is accompanied by detailed conditions that
comprise the project’s environmental management plan, including issues of a nearby dam and
forest regeneration impacts.

The public review process used for the QMM mine serves as a model for future conduct of
public reviews. It applies equally to large and smali economic activities, and in many sectors.
Briefly, another way of looking at the EIA public review process is as “an instrument for conflict
management,” as IRG’s chief of party DeCosse has called it. In this case, the conflict is defined
between QMM and the State, among officials of government ministries, between local and
international environmental NGOs and QMM, and among public groupings.

The EIA and public review process together served to clarify the public’s rights and
responsibilities in the process. Finally, the process “set a high standard for transparency and
participation, increased local involvemnent,” and *set a precedent for public participation in
international investment processes.”
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3. A BIODIVERSITY FUND

In response to the need to manage over 17 thousand square kilometers, spread over 46 national
parks and reserves, Madagascar set up the equivalent of a national parks service, known as
ANGAP. ANGAP’s goal is to protect these remotely situated areas, in order to preserve
representative ecosystems. While tourism to view biodiversity in its natural habitat is what
draws most tourists to Madagascar, it does not produce enough reverue to support the needs of
ANGAP. Presently, parks protection funds come mostly from international donors. Hence, the
birth of a more self-sustained financing method for that purpose.

Known as a biodiversity trust fund or the Madagascar Parks Trust Fund, the fund is aimed at
creating greater financial autonomy. It has the potential to attract funds from both traditional and
private sector donors. Under the same USAID-supported PAGE, technical assistance is being
rendered, in cooperation with Conservation International and World Wild Wide Fund for Nature.
A trust fund specialist has completed an initial feasibility analysis, as well as brought some
lessons learned from others’ efforts to establish such a fund, including the need to ensure “good
governance and transparent financial management.” Included in good governance is the
government’s own political and financial support, often a criterion for others to follow with their
own contribution. Also reflecting an aspect of civil society participation, the process of creating
a new trust fund entails significant consensus building on the part of government, environmental
organizations, and private sector groups.

C. MINI-CASE 3: ASSESSING ROAD IMPROVEMENTS IN TANZANIA’S
NATIONAL PARKS

This mini-case is of a ‘Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA) for Road Improvements
in Tanzania’s National Parks,” carried out for the National Parks agency and USAID/Tanzania in
early 2000. The PEA was carried out in response to growing exposure of tourists to the
country’s parks, which contain “some of the world’s most diverse ecosystems, treasured because
of their wildlife concentrations and rare beauty.” Yet, dramatic increases in the number of park
visitors contribute to an increased proportion of revenues in the tourism sector of Tanzania’s
economy.

1. SCOPING THE ISSUES: WHO ARE THE STAKEHOLDERS?

Road construction and rehabilitation would rationalize visitor access to the parks, and take the
pressure off resources in core zones. Through appropriate strategic planning, it seemed possible
to increase the size of road-trail networks, “without jeopardizing biodiversity or exceptional
resource values.” The PEA, which was designed to test these issues, was carried out with a high
level of technical expertise and precision and attention to details of the physical environment.

Once it was decided to do a PEA, a scoping process was developed to provide a “full
consultation with stakeholders, including a range of all affected parties.” The only major issue
identified during scoping that bears on surrounding parkland communities was that of “changes
in access to schools and other social services.” It is not clear, upon a diligent search of the
elaborate documentation of this PEA, who the stakeholder group is, how its composition was
decided, and how the issues that emerged reflected the “range of all affected parties.”

Enhancing the Synergy of Environmental 20 August 2002
Review and Democratic Governance Processes :

ealid

b

el

el

Lt



Development Associates, Inc.

Additional clues to the role of affected parties come in a later chapter of the PEA that includes a
section on recommended mitigation measures. One is to have tour operators, stopping in
communities bordering parklands, include cultural awareness and sensitivity in their lectures for
tourists. Another is to “work with communities and district councils to encourage enforceable
plans for managing the aesthetics of development along roads outside the parks.”

In addition, the major socioeconomic characteristics are described in some detail, including
geographic context, major ethnic groups, population dynamics, and land use patterns. However,
there is no evidence that these data are related to - if and how these groupings would be affected
by proposed new or improved roads. Nor is it clear how they might participate in the process of
shaping the results of the intervention. Again, we underscore the proviso that there may be some
critical data missing from our review of this PEA.

The USAID Environmental Review Process
specifies several procedures, including
collaboration in obtaining data, conducting
analyses and considering alternatives, and in
building an awareness of development-associated
environmental problems. If these procedures were
fulfilled in this PEA, it is not self-evident with
respect to the parkland surrounding communities.

If our interpretation is correct, then one
important aspect of democratic governance
seems to have been omitted from the
environmental review process. That is the civil
society factor of citizen participation. More
specifically, if our assumption is correct, that
surrounding parkland communities did not have

Furthermore, it is not clear that the public
notification procedure, required under Regulation
216, was carried out.

significant input to the scoping exercise, then
this PEA appears not to have met one of the
important criteria that define civil society. That
criterion is the role of informed citizens” groups
in effectively contributing to more responsive govemment.

2. THE ROLE OF THE PEA IN FULFILLING RULE OF LAW AND
GOVERNANCE NEEDS

Recalling from Chapter 2, a key aspect to fulfilling the rule of law is that legal svstems operate
more effectively to embody democratic principles and protect human rights. In the context of
Tanzania parkland roads improvements, the USAID focus was not simply on environmental
protection of fragile ecosystems, but also, in particular, in the Government’s capacity to manage
these ecosystems and biodiversity. Thus, USAID’s strategy included, as an intermediate result,
the application of key natural resource management policies. This result included
implementation of the new ‘Wildlife Policy of Tanzania,” which included support for drafting
legislation, regulations and procedures. These legal acts clearly embody what we refer to as the
rule of law.

In addition to working with government institutions in supporting environmental policy reform,
USAID assisted several community-based organizations and NGOs. The purpose was to
increase organizational skills in natural resource conservation. This combines aspects of both
rule of law and civil society development. Community-based conservation activities included
assistance to communities to obtain legal authority to manage wildlife, and to “develop and
implement collaborative district and community-level plans for use and management of natural
resources in communities adjacent to protected areas.” These activities are funded by the
USAID-assisted Participatory Environmental Resources Management project. It is not clear if
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these activities were identified, either through the PEA or through some other environmental
IEVIEW process.

An important issue raised in the PEA is how much of a role local government plays in managing
the environment. This issue impinges directly on the function of governance, or on the role of
national and local government institutions in more openly and effectively carrying out their
public responsibilities. This issue has historical roots in Tanzania, since in 1972, local
government authority was abolished, then returned in 1982. Presently, the central govemment
feels that the importance of environmental management means that it should fall into its purview.
Central government’s rationale is that local government has neither the finances nor manpower
to manage natural resource effectively. While it may not be the role of a PEA to touch on such
subjects as the benefit of devolution of power and local generation of revenues - the fact that
these are not alluded to in the assessment is puzzling.

The PEA did not explicitly discuss the role local government could play in environmental
management. Nor did it provide a rational for why the process of public notification was not
followed in the PEA. Broader stakeholder participation and notification of the public regarding
key issues might have enhanced what is otherwise an impressive technical document.

D. MINI-CASE 4: ASSESSMENT OF INSECTICIDE-TREATED MATERIALS
— LOCATING THE HUMAN FACTOR

A ‘Programmatic Environmental Assessment for Insecticide-Treated Materials in USAID
Activities in Sub-Saharan Africa’ (by USAID environmentalists Hirsch, Gallegos,
Knausenberger, and Arata) is a thoroughgoing study of the benefits and risks of insecticide-
treated bednets and curtains used to control the malaria vector. The gist of this assessment is that
insecticide-treated materials (ITMs, which kill and repel mosquitoes) can significantly reduce
malaria transmissions, while at the same time minimizing tangible risks to human health and the
environment to an acceptable level. That said, this is a difficult case to analyze for its
incorporation of democratic governance, since it is an assessment of “environmental impacts that
are common to all USAID programs involving insecticide-treated materials.” Its evidence is
based on an interpretation of surveys and laboratory tests, not on a field situation in which
human subjects interact with an assessment team.

1. MAKING THE LINKAGE TO GOVERNANCE

A few of the analyses provided by the assessment, presented to give a sense of its broad scope,
are of insecticide loss over time by washing, rate of mosquito resistance development, review of
other agency use of pesticides, and a survey of risks to humans. It is the last category, risks to
humans, that provides the link to a consideration of ‘citizen participation’ in the assessment.
Such participation is ‘passive,” in which individuals are research subjects. The major focus of
such research is the accidental exposure of children (especially newborns) and women to
polsoning. :
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In adhering to USAID environmental
review procedures, the PEA stipulates
quality control and monitoring of ITM
pesticide  products. it requires
montitoring for adverse health and
environmental impacts and unsafe
practices. The assessment, in assuming
automatic public health monitoring and
evaluation (M&E) of ITM interventions,
proposes building in environmental
criteria to such M&E activities.

An important element of applied programs in mosquito
control is labeled ‘integrated vector management,” which
includes a program in public education. Public
participation is seen to play a part in reducing breeding
sites of domestic mosquitoes, while education is especially
useful during epidemics in informing the public about
mosquito habits and protection against attacks.

Education is also important in informing consumers in
pesticide safety. For example, USAID recommends field
testing of educationai programs and materials involved in
developing a home pesticide treatment for nets. Another
aspect of public involvement is the development of an
accidental poisoning response capacity, particularly the

responsiveness of local health facilities. Another aspect of governance addressed

by this assessment is the need to support
the creation of local capacity to regulate ITMs. Given severe limitations of African country
capacity to regulate pesticides, it 1s imperative to “strengthen the national, regional, and local
government regulatory structure, which will have the role of assuring the efficacy and safe use of
ITM products and other pesticides over the long run.” In a very general way, this imperative fits
the criterion for governance that we have been using, namely that national and local government
institutions more openly and effectively perform public responsibilities.

2. USAID REQUIREMENTS FOR MITIGATING LOCAL-LEVEL RISK

According to this PEA, USAID has its own internal mechanism for pesticide risk assessment,
known as “Pesticide Evaluation Report and Safer Use Action Plan’ (PERSUAP). PERSUAP
reflects Agency environmental review procedures, but takes it several steps further because of
the controversial nature of pesticides. Guidance for the development of a PERSUAP includes
several steps that bear on governance (namely the SUAP portion), especially if it is carried out in
collaboration with local governiment officials. Some of those steps are:

» Host country’s ability to regulate or control the distribution, storage, use, and disposal of
the requested pesticide;

» Provision for training of users and applicators; and

» Provision made for monitoring the use and effectiveness of a particular pesticide.

An annexed questionnaire in the PEA on environmental impact of insecticide-treated bednets
directly addresses user needs on handling ITMs. This implies a2 program in information,
education, and communication directed to users, though this is not explicitly stated. In any case,
what is clear is that whatever program is used to inform users of benefits and risks of ITMs,
“educational materials should be ficld-tested to assure that they effectively communicate the
necessary information.” Also annexed are instructions for treatments in the case of pesticide
poisonings.
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E. MINI-CASE 5: PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT OF
SMALL-SCALE IRRIGATION IN ETHIOPIA

The need for small-scale irrigation (SSI) in Ethiopia is historical, rooted in centuries of drought
and famine. Its high rates of malnutrition and disease are a primary effect of the country’s food
scarcity. As stated in the PEA of SSI, “irrigation increases the potential for producing more food
more consistently in the drought-prone food-insecure areas.” This PEA, carried out by Catholic
‘Relief Services (CRS), has several purposes, which are to:

Identify environmental issues early in the planning stage;

Improve understanding of state-of-the-art SSI;

Build staff capabilities and organizational systems, and

Facilitate compliance with statutory requirements of Regulation 216, as these apply to
SSI activities.

v v v v

1. THE SCOPING PROCESS: PROACTIVE CONSULTATIONS WITH
TAKEHOLDERS

An extensive series of consultations were carried out by the CRS team with government
officials, other cooperating sponsors, USAID and other donors, NGOs, and with staff and
farmers based on a one day field visit to an SSI site. Semi-structured interviews elicited a
number of issues that can be characterized as socioeconomic, community organizational, and
health-related. Examples of these issues include building on traditional practices, community
initiative, strong water user association, good market access, profitable investment, and increased
diarrhea due to drinking canal water.

In addition to listing technical and environmental health issues, the scoping exercise resulted in a
separate list of social issues. This includes the irrigation management structure, under which
falls: land tenure, hydraulic tenure and water rights, conflict resolution, community participation
in design, operation and management, and women’s participation. Each of these is then defined,
so as to give a sense of the complexity of the issues involved, including such difficult ones as
who owns, has tenure, or otherwise controls land and water. These, in turn, affect how the
irrigation will be managed, including rules for sharing water, and scheduling production and
irrigation. Avoiding or resolving conflict over competition for scarce water and land resources is
another aspect of the social complexity of SSI systems. Also, ensuring a continued role for
women in irrigation management and irrigated cropping is listed as important to both the equity
issue and the need to continue women'’s important productive contribution.

2. CONVERGENCE OF ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL ISSUES

This PEA is written in such a way that environmental issues almost never stand alone; they are
always linked to some community-level issue involving real people struggling to live their lives.
For example, the issue of inefficient use of water, caused by leakage and faulty use of irrigation
water, is linked to factors involved in the sustainability of SSI. Some of the factors that need to
be taken account of are:

1. Predicting the available surface water for irrigation and overall planning of an SSI
scheme;
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2. Possibility of creating user dissatisfaction and thereby de-motivating community interest
in careful operations and maintenance;

3. Potential for increasing marginal cost to maintain and repair beyond those justified by
production gains;

4. Possible social conflict due to some users not receiving their expected share, and

5. Potential for undermining expected returns, increasing the unit cost for irrigation, and
thereby diminishing the reason for choosing SSI as a food security strategy option to
begin with.

An overall suggested mitigation measure to respond to these factors is to valorize the resource
base, so as to rationalize and ensure that farmers use the water efficiently. This might include a
system of water user fees tied to consumption, improved training of water association officers
and farmers, and switching crop choice in expected bad years. Almost all of the mitigation
measures proposed to deal with environmental problems involve careful consideration of
appropriate farmer/community responses. A particularly detailed section is offered on how to
mitigate water related disease hazards.

3. LINKING SSI SUSTAINABILITY TO OTHER DEVELOPMENT
OPPORTUNITIES

A section in the PEA is devoted to development opportunities and health implications of USAID
Title II (Food for Peace)-funded SSI activities. This provides a blueprint for linking basic crop
production and diversification and improved nutrition to a number of different opportunities. A
sampling of these is: Linking Child Survival Strategies with Environment-based Primary Health
Care Activities, Integrated Management of Childhood Illness, Increasing Women’s Participation.
and Community Participation and Intersectoral Collaboration.

Throughout this PEA there is a continuous effort to bring environmental issues down to the
community level, whether it is a recommendation for an analysis of the financial implications of
SSI for the individual farmer, or for enhancing community participation as a development
objective. With respect to the latter, the assessment points to the present low rate of true
participation as “the hardest challenge of all” It critiques both the type of orgamizational
management and the proliferation of organizations as “top down and top heavy.” To offset this
tendency, community understanding, and planning and decision-making are the “bedrock on
which to build sustainable small-scale irrigation systems.” The PEA maintains that a strategy for
developing community participation requires “genuine participatory management capabilities,”
embedded in a functional Water Users Association. Such an association should be, according to
the assessment, “one of the defined and measurable objectives of SSI development.”

4. MAKING A CASE FOR ENVIRONMENTAL GOVERNANCE

This PEA fulfills both the spirit and letter of USAID procedures of the environmental review
process. First, it began with the initial scoping exercise, through proactive consuitations with
stakeholders, leading to clear linkages between environmental issues and community conditions.
Social issues are thus ranked right up there with technical and environmental health issues,
mainly because they are intimately linked to the effective functioning of the SSI system. While
SSI management groups do not yet comprise genuine water user associations, they have the
potential to become those, at which point they could be defined as filling a civil society function.
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A full blown system of water user associations will eventually be able to advocate, or otherwise
make demands that will make for more responsive government.

So, too, the assessment’s linkage of environmental concerns to such issues as child survival and
primary health care has implications for improved governance. The implications lie in the fact
that it is government that must assume responsibility for dealing with these critical issues.
Furthermore, the critique of too much top-down authority also implicates government, implying
that less authority from the top would be better. In effect, an improvement in this situation
implies a process of decentralization or devolution, both of which are part of good governance.
The PEA’s plea for “genuine participatory management capabilities” is also closely linked to
national and local governments’ empowering and enabling the citizenry.

F. A BRIEF SYNTHESIS OF DEMOCRATIC GOVERNANCE REPRESENTED
IN THE MINI-CASES

The following matrix is an inventory of democratic governance applications represented in the
mini-cases presented above. Democratic governance functions, included in the D&G repertoire,
are represented in the eight functions in the left-hand column of the matrix. Across the top are
the mini-cases reviewed. An initial caveat about this matrix is that it is in no way intended to be
a ‘rating’ of the mini-cases. Rather, it intends to give a general, admittedly somewhat
impressionistic, sense of whether the mini-cases reflect a concerted effort to incorporate
elements of democratic governance. In effect, the five mini-cases reflect varying degrees of
progress towards the achievement of the norms of democratic governance. Some of the
assessments deliberately set out to invoke as much activity in the democracy and governance
domain as they possibly could. Others had no such intention.

The smail-scale irrigation PEA in Ethiopia, for example, brought into piay almost every D&G
function listed. The Guinea co-managed forests case was, in fact, a deliberate attempt by the
Africa Bureau to link environmental concerns with democratic governance. Others either did not
or could not invoke such interplay of DG forces. For example, the Africa-wide insecticides case
dealt mainly with selected community survey data and normative environmental health statistics,
so in this sense purposely did not invoke ‘participatory’ behavior during the PEA itself.
Nevertheless, that case still fits some of the governance criteria. Interestingly, it is the one case
that fulfills the protection of human rights criterion, in that the objective of the activity is to
protect life/prevent death.

‘Show case’ Madagascar is replete with rich examples of assessments which underscore
democratic governance. As for Guinea, one of the three brief examples for Madagascar is
another cross-sectoral approach promoted by the Bureau. The Tanzania park roads assessment is
a bit of an anomaly because, while it proposes to follow Agency environmental procedures, the
governance footprints of that process are faint. Otherwise, the technical, environmental analysis
represented by that assessment is exemplary.
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PROGRESS TOWARDS DEMOCRATIC GOVERNANCE REFLECTED
IN THE FIVE MINI-CASES

Democratic Co- Parks | Insecticides E
Governance Management | “Show Case” | Roads Africa- | Irrigation |
Function Guinea Madagascar | Tanzania : wide i Ethiopia i

L. Promotes and _:
protects human NO NO NO i Y NO
rights

2. Promotes the 5
rule of law Y Y Y | Y : Y

3. Reinforces the : ;
principles of ! I.
inclusioq, ;
participation, Y Y 2/NO* ? Y i

and competition
in all sectors of
society

4. Strengthens
public and :
private Y Y N0 ? Y
institutions of '
democratic
governance

5. Makes
integrity,
accountability, !
transparency,
and responsive- Y Y INO Y : Y
ness to citizens
at all levels of
governance the
norm

6. Overcomes the
insidious !
legacies of Y Y Y ? : Y
authoritarian
tule

7. Facilitates a
deepening of
citizen . 1
participation and Y Y ? 7 ‘ Y :
cultural ] '
commitment to
democratic
norms

8. Reinforces the ‘ }
links between ! : !
political :
development Y Y Y NO Y
and both
£Conome ‘
and social i
development i i

¥ ?="notsure, %/NO=appears that this DG function is not present”
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Some of the mini-cases presented here represent fledgling attempts to marry the environment to
democracy and governance. Others, however, underscore the progress that can be made by
employing the environmental assessment as a vehicle for the promotion of D&G and, the
converse, by using democracy and governance tools to deepen and broaden environmental
results. It has become clear from these cases that the well-intentioned use of environmental
assessment tools can and does c¢reate opportunities to achieve positive change in each of these
critical development domains.
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CHAPTER 4
PRACTICAL APPLICATIONS TO ENHANCING THE
ENVIRONMENT-DEMOCRACY LINKAGE

This chapter is not intended to be a theoretical discourse on how or why the synergy of the
environmental and democratic governance linkage seems to work. Rather, it is a practical
review of how the environmental review process (ERP) can be elaborated, through the
application of some additional techniques found in the toolkits used by democracy and
governance and general development professionals alike. Our operating premise is that a win-
win relationship is possible in linking the ERP to a democratic governance approach to
development. That is, we assume that the ERP can be broadened and deepened by the
introduction of democratic governance (DG) principles and approaches, leading to improved
environmental development. Furthermore, we believe that the use of the ERP, in combination
with DG principles and approaches, can lead generally to improvements in the way a
democratic society performs.

A. SELECTED DONOR APPROCACHES TO LINKING DEMOCRACY AND
THE ENVIRONMENT

1. USAID APPROACHES

Several efforts have been made by USAID and its partners to define and describe the benefits
of cross-sectoral linkage, especially those comprising principles and approaches to democratic
governance. Such efforts are reflected, first, in general, conceptual perspectives on the
democracy-development linkage; second, in specific considerations of the democracy-
environment linkage; and, third, in field activities that test the democracy-environment linkage.

A recent and general treatment of the democracy-development linkage by Lippman, in
“Linking Democracy and Development: An Idea for the Times,” represents the first
perspective. Lippman’s analysis of several cases concluded that, “When development projects
are infused with democratic principles and approaches ...a cycle of benefits accrues.™

In a more targeted study, of the second type, Brinkerhoff and Veit note in their report, “Links
between Democratic Governance and Environmental Policy in Africa, “that democratic
governance enhances sector reforms by improving enabling environments.” It also contributes,
they suggest, to more efficient and effective sectoral reform.

An even more targeted perspective, found in “Legislatures, Civil Society and the
Environment,” by Veit, Faraday and Tumushabe, refers to 2 concrete example, that of the
Ugandan “legislature working with civil society to exercise its oversight powers in the sphere
of natural resource management.”

The third type, field activities that test the environment-democracy linkage, 1s represented in
our review in Chapter 2 of the Africa Bureau’s strategy to create cross-sectoral linkages
through democratic governance. Case studies on Guinea, Madagascar, Zambia and Zimbabwe
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bear directly on the issue of environmental governance. Finally, the case studies in Chapter 3,
for the most part, reflect the Bureau strategy of linking democratic governance with
development activities. More specifically, as we have seen, these cases directly address the
linkage of DG and the environment.

2. WORLD BANK APPROACHES

It is appropriate to mention that World Bank policies and tools developed for purposes of
environmental assessment, owe much to USAID’s ERP. In many respects, World Bank
procedures for carrying out environmental assessments mirror USAID’s. The World Bank’s
use of such terms as ‘screening,” ‘scoping,” ‘public consultation,” and ‘disclosure’ attests to the
borrowings from USAID. That said, in many respects, the World Bank has gone beyond
USAID in elaborating methods and techniques for incorporating different forms of public
participation in the ERP. And, while the World Bank may not define these techniques as
‘democratic’ per se, for our purposes we will consider them as key tools, which have the
potential to coniribute to the achievement of environmental-democratic governance. Here, we
focus on some of those techniques.

World Bank policy on environmental assessments (EA) is clear on the role of participation:
“EAs must be prepared ensuring maximum participation of all stakeholders, especially affected
peoples and NGOs.” Furthermore, this policy establishes that participation “should be a
continuous process from identification through completion and beyond.” With specific
reference to its sub-Saharan Africa environment strategy, the World Bank views the
environment as “infrinsically cross-sectoral,” although it recognizes that most direct
environmental action still has to be achieved through sectors. The World Bank has targeted for
intensive environmental management the following sectors: agriculture and rural development,
natural resource management, urban development, water resource management, transport,
health, and private sector development. Owverall, the Africa strategy underscores the role of
constituency building, in contrast to a “supply-driven-mentality”, whereby external
conditionalities are imposed. Finally, this strategy eschews the creation of “overly ambitious
and ultimately ineffective institutions” built on external funding.

The World Bank’s series ‘Environmental Assessment Sourcebook Update’ has devoted
considerable space to environmental assessment requirements. Under the topics of information
disclosure and consultation, this series depicts in detail methods and techniques for
incorporating people into the ERP. As a ground rule, World Bank procedures require that
affected groups and NGOs receive information in a “language meaningful to the groups being
consulted.” Types of information disseminated include a summary of a project description and
its potential negative impacts.

On the assumption that most affected people do not have the time, willingness, organization or
resources to find EA information on their own, the above Sourcebook recommends the use of
the mass media, such as local television, radio, newspapers and leaflets in local languages to
reach affected populations. For Africa in particular, it is suggested that consultants and
implementing agencies work with local traditional decision-making bodies and leaders in
disseminating information derived from assessments. Furthermore, a concerted effort should
be made to deal with ethnic, religious, gender, and racial boundaries, so as to enable ‘marginal’
peoples to voice their concerns. Similarly, attention should focus on people living in remote
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areas, especially ‘indigenous people,” who may not speak the same language, nor have the
skills to interpret relevant information.

Consultation with affected groups is proposed to occur in the ‘environmental screening stage.”
or, in World Bank language, before the EA is scoped out. Affected groups are here identified as
intended beneficiaries of a project, at-risk groups, and stakeholders. At that stage, the extent
and method of disclosure is considered, as well as the possibility of participation. and includes
the identification of affected groups and NGOs. Participation commonly includes a higher
level of involvement of affected groups in decision-making than does consultation.
Furthermore, participation is not required, unless a project affects ‘indigenous people’ or
involves ‘involuntary resettlement.” The highest degree of participation is defined as: the direct
involvement of affected people or NGOs in the preparation and implementation of the project,
including the EA itself.

At the scoping stage of an EA, affected groups and NGOs are specified, methods of
consultation and participation defined, and a public consultation forum established.
Continuation of the consultation process is then ¢laborated for the remainder of the World
Bank’s program cycle, including appraisal, loan agreement, supervision of implementation, and
evaluation. It is noted that, since loans are the predominant mechanism for development used
by the Bank, the borrower has a strong voice in shaping the EA process.

The World Bank EA process is rounded out by a recommendation to establish during scoping, a
Consultation or Participation Framework. Such a framework defines what, when, who, where,
and how the consultation process will proceed. Namely, it is used to define the following:
issues to be discussed and not discussed, timing, sampling of participants (including their
representativeness), place(s) and forums; also methods, such as surveys, focus group
discussion, panels, etc., and documentation and dissemination methods.

Some of the common risks faced by the consultative process are: delays and excessive costs,
raising false expectations and anxieties, politically volatile situations, and resources going to
people for whom they were not intended. These risks can be avoided through diligent planning
of the EA process.

We have a reservation about World Bank concems for representing the ’human face™ in its
undertakings. An internal review of the World Bank’s experience finds that consultations with
local communities have, in fact, been rather limited. This is especially the case for women and
the poor, more notably landless or disenfranchised people - except in cases of involuntary
resettlement and indigenous people, where consultation is mandatory. Thus, while the World
Bank’s highly crafted publications reflect a certain rhetorical flourish, the fact is that
consultative-participatory aims are much more easily ‘said than done.’

B. LINKING THE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS TO
DEMOCRATIC-ENVIRONMENTAL GOVERNANCE TECHNIQUES
AND APPLICATIONS

There is no reason to think that, in striving to meet the objectives of environmental governance,
environmentalists and democracy-governance specialists alike would disagree on certain “core
values” and behaviors that define a democracy. If environmental governance were being
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achieved, then we could probably agree on what some of those core values and behaviors
would be. Based in part on the earlier-mentioned work of Groelsema on cross-sector linkage,
these might include:

Officials and citizens accept a rule of law;

Government power is exercised within that rule of law;

Government officials are accountable and responsible to the people;

Some form of regular and open competition for control of government occurs;
Citizen participation is accepted and valued in government decision making;
Transparency in government transactions and decisions is an accepted norm;
Freedom of information and the media’s right to investigate and publish exist; and
Citizens own the right to organize to advance their own or the public interest.

e A ol b

The quest for environmental governance may not fulfill all of the above values or behaviors.
Nor should it have to. Even if it meets several of these, while at the same time achieving
laudable environmental goals, then we are getting ‘the best of both possible worlds.”

Several of the examples and mini-cases of environmental governance that we have reviewed
reflect many of the above values/behaviors. Implicit in most of the efforts reviewed is
acceptance by government officials of the rules of the game (#1), that define adherence to
scoping exercises, public notification processes, and design of mitigation plans. That
government does not overstep its bounds in the implementation of the ERP (#2) was also
implicit in the cases reviewed. Accountability of government officials (#3, an extension of #2)
is inherent in their acceptance of the transparency of the scoping, public disclosure, and
monitoring processes. We have not witnessed the benefit of the fourth value/behavior (#4), but
can easily envision the benefit to the ERP of free and open elections.

Citizen participation (#5) is seemingly the cornerstone of environmental governance, at least
for the kinds of projects we have reviewed. These are mainly grassroots activities, in which
affected groups are usually frontline actors. Transparency (#6) is very clearly visible in the
‘triumvirate’ of environmental procedures: scoping, public disclosure, and monitoring of
mitigation activities. While we have not focused on the role of the media (#7), its role is
preeminent in disseminating the necessary information in certain examples of public disclosure.
Investigative reporting is an extension of this value, which is beginning to play a role in some
developing societies, though it is probably not the norm at this stage, in their development of an
environmental conscience. The last (#8) is implicit in many of the projects we reviewed,
though we accepted the fact that the NGOs or civil society organizations referred to were often
already formed. Obviously, some process of raising awareness was necessary to push
individuals and groupings to organize themselves to take on environmental issues as their
cause.

1. ENVIRONMENTAL GOVERNANCE APPLICATIONS AND TOOLS

The reference to ‘applications’ in the heading of this section may not be readily apparent from
our above review of democratic values and behaviors. However, if we reconsider the mini-
cases and other materials dealing with USAID and World Bank practices, an inventory of
practices begins to emerge. Whether we can link these practices to strict definitions of civil
society, rule of law, or governance is irrelevant. In fact, these three, broad concepts themselves
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overlap so much, it is not worthwhile here to dissect them. Nevertheless, the steps in the ERP
provide an excellent lens through which to view the applications and tools that we call
‘environmental governance techniques and applications.” The accompanving matrix,
representing the steps in USAID’s ERP, provides a systematic framework for reviewing the
kinds of democratic governance techniques that apply to that process. Our subsequent
discussion revolves around that matrix.

Initial Environmental Examination (IEE): The IEE (step 1) provides a strong opening for the
application of DG principles and approaches, namely establishing who, in the most detailed
sociological and political sense, should participate in the initial review. Identifving
representative persons, stakeholders, and including, importantly, affected populations, for
participation in the review process is, simply put—not easy. [t requires not only skilled
sociopolitical research and understanding to accomplish, but also polished skills in finessing
social and political hierarchies, so that the ‘right’ people are represented in the second step,
namely, scoping.

Scoping Exercise: The scoping exercise (step 2) requires knowledge, not only of the
socioeconomic and political composition of the people considered for participation - but also
demands know-how in determining the appropriate mode of consultation for different kinds of
people. These may be people who do not see eye-to-eye on environmental issues, much less on
the surrounding issues of resource control and the implications that this has for political and
economic domination. Knowing how to manage conflict, in the context of natural resources
management, is a specialty all its own. Such knowledge can be used in the scoping exercise to
mitigate the level of conflict, before it even reaches the surface. It is so important to try to get
the playing field level at this step of the ERP, that strong sociopolitical skills and in-depth
knowledge are critical.

Public Disclosure: The requirement for public disclosure (step 3} is the point at which a
review should be made of a country’s laws and legislation pertaining to public consultation.
This procedure requires a careful mapping of the methods for disclosure, including selection of
an effective facilitator. It provides an opportunity to bring in local interest groups, namely
NGOs and other civil society organizations, and aims at achieving a broad, informed
representation of critical environmental as well as sociopolitical and economic issues. Clearly,
sensitivity must be demonstrated in dealing with complex political-environmental interests
addressed in a public disclosure session. While public disclosure forums can be held before,
during and after an assessment, the most common practice seems to be to hold them following
completion of the assessment.

Enhancing the Synergy of Environmental 33 August 2002
Review and Democratic Governance Processes



Development Associates, (nc.

DEMOCRATIC-ENVIRONMENTAL GOVERNANCE TECHNIQUES AND
APPLICATIONS TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

Step in USAID Relevant Democratic- Expected Democratic
Environmental Environmental Governance Environmental Governance
Review Process Applications/Techniques Governance Inputs
(ERP) Achievements
Pre-assessment data collection on: ERP: -- Rule of Law
1. [Enitial political structure; local and national --  Informed by local
Environmentat environmental legislation; history-culture as well as broader | -- Civil Society
Examination of consultation-participation; ethnic, knowledge and

religious, gender, racial, & social class
boundaries; role of landless farmers,
migrants, indigenous peoples; assist in
identifying affected groups, NGOs

perceptions
-- Becomes more

transparent
--  More inclusive

Finalize identification of affected groups | ERP: -- Civil Society
2. Scoping Exercise | & other stakeholders; ensure role of - More

private interest groups; select mode of participatory -- Governance

consultation-participation; select -- Broader in scope

techniques for: conveying information & #of

(e.g., leaflets, print, electronic media); constituencies

listening to stakeholders (e.g., survey, involved

focus group, conference); involving --  More practical in

stakeholders in decision-making solving

{advisory, problem-solving, consensus- contentious

building, arbitration); account for social problems before

hierarchies & information channels in they explode

ceollection of information

Review national legal-legislative ERP: -~ Rule of Law
3. Public Disclosure | requirements and practice regarding public | -- Seen as

consultation; develop process for supported by - Civil Society
{Can occur as part of | disclosure of methods, findings, proposals; rule of law

scoping & during or
after an assessment)

define goals; identify effective
implementers/facilitators; identify local
NGOs to facilitate; plan timing; be
attentive to site-specific, political
sensitivities, and historical background; i
use for raising awareness of environmental !
concerns

-~ Provides sense
that all citizens
are protected
under the law

--  Permits potential
problems to be
aired before they
become
uncontained

--  Strengthens civil
society
organizational
role as steward
of the
environment
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Step in USAID Relevant Democratic- Expected Pemocratic
Environmental Envirenmental Governance Environmental Governance
Review Process Applications/Techniques Governance Inputs
(ERP) Achievements
Field test major social, political, & ERP: -- Rule of Law
4, Assessment economic issues raised in scoping and -~ Facilitates a

disclosure contexts; ensure stakeholder practical test of -- Civil Society

concerns addressed in assessment; assumptions

incorporate stakeholders in assessment aboutsocialand | -- Governance

where feasible; use exercise for political

community empowerment where possible; constraints &

lock for environmentai-DG linkages with
environmental health, primary health care,
childhood illnesses, woren'’s
participation, etc.

opportunities

~-  Provides more
inclusiveness of
civil society

--  Promotes
potential for
greater
mntegration of
environmental &
other programs

-- Reinforces the
links between
economic and
political
development

-- Can be a vehicle
for comimunity
empowerment

5. Finalization of
Mitigation
Plan

Ensure stakeholder concerns about social
equity addressed in mitigation plan;
incorporate community role in mitigation
to extent feasible; make clear the trade-
offs to community/stakeholders of old
ways vs. new ways; former benefits vs.
new benefits (short- & long-term)

ERP:

--  Addresses issues
of social equity

-- Encourages local
participation

--  Promotes local
understanding of
environmental
impact & the
need for trade-
offs

Civil Society

Create a monitoring plan that is ERP: -- Governance
6. Finalization of understandable to the community; include | -- Introduces values
Monitoring stakeholders in data collection; create of accountability | - Civil Society
Plan formal channel for disclosure of & transparency to
environinental monitoring resuits; stakeholders
-~ Gives affected
groups a better
sense of local
impact, including
benefits to them
-- Provides sense of
inclusiveness
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Step in USAID Relevant Democratic- Expected Democratic
Environmental Environmental Governance Environmental Governance
Review Process Applications/Techniques Governance Inputs
(ERP) Achievements
Establish transparency in implementation | ERP: -- Civil Society
7. Implementation | of ERP recommendations; include --  Reinforces
affected group and local NGOs in principles of -- Governance
implementation where appropriate; inclusion
establish procedures for receiving -~ Strengthens civil
stakeholder complaints, questions or society role
comments - {reates
transparency &
accountability for
use of public
monies
Assess effectiveness of scoping and ERP: -- Governance
8. Evaluation consultation processes; consult -~ Makes project
stakeholders for their agsessment/ accountable to -- Civil Society
reflections on project impact (in case of affected groups
post-hoc or impact evaluation); include -- Promotes value
stakeholders on evaluation team where of citizen
feasible participation

Assessment: The assessment (step 4) itself is the place where issues raised in the
aforementioned scoping exercise and public disclosure session, are put to the test of field
observation. This is the exercise that ensures that stakeholder concerns are fully considered. It
also offers an opportunity for representative members of affected groups to participate in the
data collection, where feasible. In the same instant, an assessment can serve as a way of
empowering the affected community. Where possible, the field research offers an opportunity
to uncover unforeseen linkages, for example, among environmental conditions and health,
primary health care, and women’s participation.

Finalization of Mitigation Plan: Finalizing the mitigation plan (step 5) is an important step in
the ERP, because it not only presents key environmental issues to be addressed, but also maps
out a plan of action for affected groups. It is in this exercise that active participation can and
should be encouraged. Such participation has two purposes: one, to make sure the affected
group understands the risk of not taking action and the benefits of taking concrete steps and,
two, to engage them in the actual “‘work” of implementing a mitigation plan.

Finalization of Monitoring Plan: Similarly, for the task of finalizing the monitoring plan (step
6), making sure that affected people understand why, how, and what is being monitored, is
critical for their participation, whether passive or active. [t is better, however, that their
participation be in the active mode, because it will empower them, give them a sense of the
project’s benefits to them, and raise their environmental awareness. Not least, participation in
monitoring introduces the values of accountability and transparency to the process by which a
government serves its constituents and to the manner in which citizens interact with their
government.

Implementation: The process of implementation (step 7) represents the longest and most
intensive interaction of project personnel and affected people. It is also a point in the project
cycle where civil society objectives can be effectively met. By incorporating local NGOs,
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including ‘advocacy’ organizations, other civil society organizations, and affected groups, the
principles of inclusion and civil society strengthening can be realized. Implementation also
offers possibilities for enacting principles of transparency and accountability, through, among
others, the introduction of a ‘complaint process.” When an environmental management team is
open to questions, observations, and complaints from local participants or ‘beneficiaries,” it
exercises its role as a responsible agent in safeguarding the public interest.

Evaluation: Evaluating an environmental intervention (step 8) is the point in the ERP where
the overall effectiveness of the scoping, disclosure, consultative, and participatory processes are
assessed. An evaluation can be implemented as a ‘process evaluation,” performed while a
project is still in place, in order to observe the effectiveness of the community’s role in
achieving objectives. [t can be performed at the end of the activity (in which case the ERP is
considered, in effect, to endure through completion of a project) - to assess both “technical® and
democratic governance benefits (combined as environmental governance benefits). Or an
evaluation can be carried out several years down the road (impact evaluation) to determine
whether these same benefits are continuing. Whatever the form of the evaluation, the process
itself contributes to the principle of accountability to both the affected, as well as to the greater
community. If local members of the affected group are included in the evaluation activity, then
that contributes directly to the value of citizen participation.

The techniques and applications described earlier in the matrix and in the text are reasonably
easily adapted to the ERP, in terms of what kind of D&G specialist might perform specific parts
of an environmental assessment. For example, roles and responsibilities can be easily defined
for purposes of drafting scopes of work and terms of reference for environmental assessment
teams.

The last column in the matrix defines specifically democratic governance inputs. While these
are inherent in the environmental governance applications and techniques (second column),
they are underscored in order to show the overlap with categories used by Democracy and
Govemance specialists. For all eight steps in the ERP except one, namely, finalizing the
mitigation plan - there is overlap among at least two, and in two cases three, of the main D&G
areas.

*hkkkkhkhkkhksk

The next chapter addresses the question of how to formalize the role of the environmental
review process for the purpose of developing and sharing it as a tool for introducing democratic
governance in rural Africa. To reiterate our theoretical premise from the outset of the report:
since natural resources are rural Africans® source of power and wealth, natural resource
management and environmental review represent the two major channels for the introduction of
democratic governance in rural Africa.
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CHAPTER S
RECOMMENDED APPROACH TO STRENGTHENING
DEMOCRATIC GOVERNANCE
IN THE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

s ——— e

We reviewed in the last chapter some of the types of applications and tools that can enhance the
environmental review process (ERP) and, as well, improve the chances for better governance.
We also briefly outlined possible achievements in the area of environmental governance. Here
we recommend a process for how these applications and tools might be organized and
coordinated among environmental scientists and specialists in democracy and governance.
This process consists of practical steps for, (a) maximizing environmental govemance
achievements and (b) optimizing democratic governance benefits. In effect, we are
conceptualizing these two as hand-in-glove, as practically one and the same. Environmental
govemnance Is, in effect, a subset of democratic governance.

At the same time, we underscore the part that the environmental review process can and should
play, not just in ensuring environmental soundness, but in empowering rural Africans to
participate in and “demand more” from the ERP. The result would be to enhance both
environmental and democratic development.

A. PRACTICAL STEPS FOR SYNERGIZING THE DEMOCRATIC
GOVERNANCE AND ENVIRONMENT LINKAGE

A broad-based recommendation concerns how to organizationally ‘synergize’ the environment
and democracy-govemance linkage through the joint implementation of the ERP by democracy
and government and environmental specialists. [t is followed by the delineation of a process
for systematizing the ERP as a tool of democratic governance. Institutionalizing that process is
aimed at environmental specialists and democracy and governance officers throughout USAID
{(in Missions and regional and central offices), in other donor organizations, in international
NGOs, and in African-based civil society organizations. The steps of this process mirror those
of the ERP itself. We recognize that this formulation is formulaic, and is intended mainly to
provide a stimulus for discussion among the potentially collaborative participants in the two
sectors.

1. A GENERAL RECOMMENDATION FOR OPERATIONALIZING THE
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS AS A TOOL FOR PROMOTING
GOVERNANCE IN THE AFRICAN RURAL CONTEXT

General Recommendation: Africa Bureau Office of Sustainable Development—dAgriculture,
Natural Resources, and Rural Enterprise Division environment program managers - should
take the lead in organizing a comprehensive discussion, that would bring together a broad
spectrum of environmentalists and democracy and governance specialists to dialogue on ways
to operationalize the ERP, as a tool for promoting governance in the African rural context. At
the heart of such a dialogue is the application of the ERP as a proactive approach to bringing
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more transparency, accountability, participation, and predictability to rural Africans in their
access to and management of the environment.

Following an initial dialogue (which should probably take the form of a conference), a subset
of participants should consider the formation of a Task Group to Operationalize Environmental
and Democratic Governance Synergies. This Group would coordinate a series of meetings to
discuss/advocate the importance of the: ERP’s role in democratic governance and
environmental soundness, in the context of rural Africa. These meetings are intended, not only
to contribute to improving environmental governance outcomes, but also to help obviate the
stove-pipe character of standalone projects in either the democracy and governance, or
environment sectors.

The earlier matrix, Democratic-Environmental Governance Techniques and Applications to the
Environmental Review Process, could serve as an organizing framework for the dialogue-
conference and follow-on activities.

2. A TRAINING FRAMEWORK FOR ENRICHING THE ENVIRONMENTAL
REVIEW PROCESS

Once the initial dialogue/conference has been convened, a series of specific, individualized
trainings should be considered. These will bring together environmentalists and D & G
specialists, with an interest in African rural development issues, to discuss how to cooperate in
enhancing the eight steps of the ERP outlined throughout this report. The following includes
some guidelines for what might be considered for inclusion in the content of training sessions
designed to address each of the eight steps. Illustrative training outcomes are presented for
each step. Some of the steps could be combined for training module purposes.

Step 1: Initial Environmental Examination

For this first step in the ERP it is critical to collect appropriate knowledge and information in
identifying affected groups and stakeholders, and on the social and political spaces which these
groups occupy in society and in the political economy. Cooperation among DG and
environmental specialists would greatly enhance this step. A training outcome would be the
improved capacity to achieve greater transparency in the ERP design, as well as broader
stakeholder inclusion in the ERP.

Step 2: Scoping Exercise

Important to this step of the ERP, is D & G input into finalizing the identification of affected
groups and other stakeholders, for the purpose of involving the latter in the ERP. D & G
specialists could play an important role in delineating a specific method of consultation-
participation - accounting especially for how to moderate the role of social hierarchy and
privileged channels of information. A training outcome would be an improved understanding
of the importance of a broader airing of environmental issues and the possibility of resolving
differences before they become conflictive. '
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Step 3: Public Disclosure

For step 3, the focus is cooperation among environmentalists and D & G specialists in the
review of national legal-legislative requirements and practice regarding public consultation.
Such cooperation could lead to the development of a refined methodology and process for
promoting disclosure, including the incorporation of site-specific, political sensitivities. A
training benefit would contribute to the improved understanding of the importance of assuring
citizens that they are protected equally under the law.

Step 4: Assessment

This step is critical, since it represents the point at which D & G and environmental specialists
would participate together in the assessment itself. Here, the focus is to field-test major social,
political, and economic issues raised in the scoping and disclosure exercises. It is also the point
in the ERP where stakeholders need to be ensured that their concems are addressed in the
assessment. A training benefit would be to increase knowledge in how to provide a practical
test of assumptions about social and political constraints and opportunities.

Step 5: Finalization of the Mitigation Plan

Step 5 introduces to the D & G and to environmental audience a process to help ensure that
stakeholder concerns about soctal equity issues are addressed in the mitigation plan. The focus
here is the social and political dynamic of how best to incorporate the community role in
mitigation. A training outcome would be improved understanding of how to locate appropriate
trade-offs for the community and stakeholders in new vs. old benefits, and in how to address
issues of social equity.

Step 6: Finalization of the Monitoring Plan

This step includes the process of rendering the monitoring plan more understandable to the
affected groups and to the public at large. Here the emphasis would be on the details of how to
design a data collection plan that could include the participation of affected groups and local
NGOs, as well as other stakeholders, and also a plan that could advise on the best channels for
public disclosure of environmental monitoring results. A training result might be the improved
understanding of the process of how to increase public trust in the accountability and
transparency of an environmental intervention.

Step 7: Implementation

Step 7 would focus on establishing transparency in the implementation of ERP
recommendations, including the possibility of the participation-consultation of affected groups
and local NGOs. This includes the formulation of procedures for receiving stakeholder
complaints, questions or comments. A training lesson could be improved knowledge of the
need to reinforce principles of inclusion and of contributing to citizen perceptions that pubic
monies are being used accountably.
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Step 8: Evaluation

This step of the ERP would emphasize the joint cooperation of environmental and D & G
specialists in evaluations to assess the effectiveness of scoping and consultation processes, and
of the participatory-consultative character of mitigation and monitoring activities.  Here,
information would be conveyed on the importance of consulting stakeholders for their
assessment of project impact, and even of the possibility of stakeholder participation, where
feasible, on an evaluation team. A training result would be an enhanced knowledge of the need
to support the principle of accountability to affected groups and to the larger public alike, as
well as to promote citizen participation.

3. NEXT STEPS

We propose that the Africa Bureau Office of Sustainable Development—Agriculture, Natural
Resources, and Rural Enterprise Division - consider organizing the above comprehensive
discussion to unify environmentalists and democracy and governance specialists on the use of
the ERP as a tool for promoting governance. Furthermore, that Office should review, with its
constituents here and abroad, the interest or demand for a series of trainings, as proposed in the
previous section.

A power point presentation developed specifically to accompany this paper has been designed
to promote the synergizing of the democratic governance and environment linkage

B. CONCLUSION

Upon reviewing: i) the USAID environmental review process (ERP), ii) Africa Bureau
approaches to cross-sectoral linkage, iii} democracy and governance inputs to environmental
governance, iv) several case studies of linkage, and v) donor approaches to participation and
consultation, certain conclusions can be drawn.

First, the ERP itself can become an effective vehicle for democratically-induced change in the
area of managing the environment, since it opens the door to both consultative and
participatory approaches to development. Second, cross-sectoral linkage among environment
and democratic governance appears to result in a synergy whose total is greater than the sum of
its parts. Third, democracy and governance across the Agency, among other donors, and as
practiced by international NGOs and African civil society organizations, might benefit from the
cross-sector synergy, in terms of optimizing democratic governance benefits. Fourth, there are
well-developed tools and applications that lend themselves effectively to the task of promoting
environmental governance. Fifth, these elements gathered together, in the context of a training
package, could combine to make a convincing case for formalizing the linkage of relevant
environment and democracy-governance objectives and programs.
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Anderson, Jon. USAID/AFR/SD

Baum, Kenneth. USAID/EGAT/ENV

Bingham, Charlotte. The World Bank, Africa Environment Safeguard Coordinator
Bohrer, Kevin. USAID/AFR/SD/DG

Des Rosiers, Paul. USAID/EGAT/ENV.

Fye, Serigne Omar

Fisher, Weston. Tellus Institute: Resource and Environmental Strategies

Gallegos, Carl M. USAID/AFR/SD/ANRE

Groelsema, Robert. USAID/AFR/SD/DG

Hansen, Gary, USAID/Democracy & Governance Office

Hester, James M. USAID/PPC/PDC

Hirsch, Brian. USAID/AFR/SD

Mercier, Jean-Roger. The World Bank, Environmental Assessment Quality
Mortimer, Denise. USAID/AFR/SD

Muncy, Donald. USAID/AFR/SD

Ribot, Jesse. World Resources Institute

Tarranf, James. International Resources Group, Environmental & Natural Resources
Typinski, Danielle. USAID/EGAT/ENV

Veit, Peter. World Resources Institute

West, Tina. ENCAP/Africa

Winterbottom, Robert. International Resources Group, Environment & Natural Resources
Division
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USAID ENVIRONMENT POLICY AND PROCEDURES

USAID. 22 CFR 216 Agency Environmental Procedures. ADS Mandatory Reference: 204,
312. 9/9/1980.

USAID. Environmental Guidelines for Smali-Scale Activities in Africa: Environmentally
Sound Design for Planning and Implementing Humanitarian and Development
Activities. Walter I. Knausenberger, Gregory A. Booth, Charlotte S. Bingham, and John
J. Gaudet. USAID SD Publication Series, Technical Paper No. 18. June 1996.

USAID. Chapter 7. Strategic Goal Five: Project the Environment. USAID FY0l Annual
Performance Plan. February 2000.

USAID. Greening Democracy & Governing the Environment: Managing for Cross-Sectoral
Results. Biodiversity Support Program Workshop. July 18, 2000.

USAID. Synthesis of Democracy and Governance Cross Sectoral Case Studies. Robert
Groelsema, Don Muncie, and Dana Ott. Africa Bureaw/SD/DG. October 2000.

USAID. Milkshakes or Ice Cream Floats: Getting the Scoop on Why the Environment Sector
is Increasingly Addressing DG-Related Issues. The Edge Roundtable Series, Session 1.
Presenters: Pat Fn’Piere, Janis Alcorn, and Nancy Diamond. November 21, 2000.

USAID. From Ice cream to Skimming the Cream: The Links Between Natural Resource
Corruption and Democracy-Governance. The Edge Roundtable Series, Session 2.
Presenters were Cathy Plume and Bob Winterbottom. December 18, 2000.

USAID. Human Rights, Indigenous Rights and Environmental [ssues: Linkage Lessons. The
EDGE Roundtable Series, Session 3. Presenters were Ariel Dulitzky and Carmen
Albertos. January 16, 2001.

Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. Constituents, Conflicts and Corrupiion:
Adapting Democratic Governance Tools to Conservation Situations. The 3 C's
Workshop. May 15, 2001.

USAID. The Role of Natural Resources Management in the Political Economy of Indonesia.
NRM/EPIQ for discussion with Deputy AA ANE Bureau. June 16, 2001.

USAID. Linking Democracy and Development: An Idea for the Times. Hal Lippman. USAID
Program and Operations Assessment Report No. 29, USAID Document PN-ACG-633.
June 2001,
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USAID. A4DS 20! - Planning. Functional Series 200 — Programming Policy. Last revised
10/11/2001.

USAID. ADS 204 — Environmental Procedures. Functional Series 200 -- Programming Policy.
No date.

USAID AFRICA BUREAU GUIDELINES AND ACTIVITY SUMMARIES

Tellus Institute.  Chapter 4. An Introduction to Environmental Impact Assessment.
Environmental Guidelines for Small-Scale Activities in Africa, 2™ Edition, USAID
AFR/SD Document. June 18, 2001 (working draft).

Tellus Institute. Chapter 5. Environmental Review Procedures. Environmental Guidelines for
Small-Scale Activities in Africa, 2™ Edition. USAID AFR/SD Document. June 18,
2001 (working draft).

USAID. African Voices: A Newsletter on Democracy and Governance in Africa.
USAID/AFR/SD. Winter 2001.

USAID. Africa Regional Activity Data Sheet. hitp://www.usaid.gov/country/afi/afr reg/698-
023.html. 3/19/2002.

USAID. 22 CFR 216 Agency FEnvironmental Procedures from ADR Chapter 204.
http://www.usaaid.gov/environment/22cfr216.hrm. 3/26/2002.

USAID 2002 Congressional Budget Justification:

Africa Overview — Introduction. http://www.usaid.gov/country/afr. 3/20/2002.

Angola. http://www.usaid.gov/country/afr/ao/. 3/20/2002.

Benin. http://www.usaid.eov/country/afi/bi/. 3/20/2002.

Democratic Republic of the Congo. hitp://www.usaid.gov/country/afi/cd/. 3/20/2002.

Ethiopia. http://www.usaid.gov/country/afr/et/. 3/20/2002.

Eritrea. http://www.usaid.gov/country/afr/er. 3/20/2002.

Ghana. http://www.usaid.cov/country/afr/eh/. 3/20/2002.

Guinea. http://www.usaid.cov/country/afi/en/. 3/20/2002.

Kenya. http://www.usaid.gov/country/afr/ke/. 3/20/2002.

Liberia. http://www.usaid.gov/countrv/afi/le/. 3/20/2002.

Madagascar. http://www.usaid.gov/coﬁntrv/afr/mg/. 3/20/2002.
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Malawi. http://www.usaid.gov/countrv/afrmw/. 3/20/2002.

Mali. hutp:/fwww . usaid.gov/countrv/aft/ml/. 3/20/2002.

Mozambique. http://www.usaid.gov/country/afr/mz/. 3/20/2002.

Namibia. http:/fwww.usaid.eov/countryv/afi/na/. 3/20/2002.

Nigeria. http://www.usaid.gov/countrv/afr/ng/. 3/20/2002.

Rwanda. http://www.usaid.gov/country/afr/rw/. 3/20/2002.

Senegal. hitp://www.usaid.gov/country/afr/sn/. 3/20/2002.

South Africa. hitp://www.usaid.gov/country/afr/za/. 3/20/2002.

Tanzania. http://www.usaid.gov/country/afr/tz/. 3/20/2002.

Uganda. hitp://www.usaid.gov/country/afriug/. 3/20/2002.

Zambia. hittp/iwww.usaid.gcov/countrv/afrizmy/. 3/20/2002.

Zimbabwe. http://www.usaid.gov/country/afi/zw/. 3/20/2002.

USAID.  Regional Activity Summaries. http://www.usaid.gov/regions/afr/regact. html.
4/3/2002.

USAID. USAID Environmental Publications. http:f/www.usaid.cov/environment/pubs.himl.
4/8/2002.

World Resources Institute. Legisiatures, Civil Society and the Environment. Peter G. Veit,
George Faraday and Godber Tumushabe. No date.

USAID — AFRICA BUREAU — BUILDING DEMOCRACY AND RELATED DEMOCRACY AND
GOVERNANCE MATERIALS.

USAID. Building Democracy in Africa — FY2002 Budget Justification.

Building Democracy in Angola.  http://www.usaid.gov/democracv/afr/angola.html.

3/20/2002
Building Democracy in Benin.  http://www.usaid.gov/democracv/afrbenin.html.
3/20/2002.
Building Democracy in Burundi. http://www usaid.gov/democracv/afriburundi.html.
3/20/2002
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Building ~ Democracy in the  Democratic  Republic  of  Congo.
http://www.usaid.gov/democracy/afi/congo.html. 3/20/2002.

Building Democracy in Ethiopia. http://www.usaid.gov/democracy/afi/ethiopia.htmi.
3/20/2002.

Building Democracy in FEritrea.  http://fwww.usaid.gov/democracy/afr/eritrea.html.
3/20/2002.

Building Democracy in Ghana.  http//www.usaid. gov/democracy/aft/ghana.htmi.
3/20/2002. :

Building Democracy in Guinea.  hitp://www.usald.gov/emocracy/afr/guinea.html.
3/20/2002.

Building Democracy in Kenya.  http://www.usaid.gov/democracy/afr/kenya.html.
3/20/2002.

Building Democracy in Liberia.  http://www.usaid.gov/democracy/afr/liberia.html.
3/20/2002.

Building Democracy in Madagascar.  httpy//www.usaid.gov/democracy/aft/mada-
gascar.html. 3/20/2002.

Building Democracy in Mall. http://www.usaid.gov/cemocracy/afr/malihtml.
3/20/2002.

Building Democracy in Mozambique.  http://www.usaid.gov/democracy/afr/Mozam-
bigue.html. 3/20/2002.

Building Democracy in Nigeria. http://www.usaid.gov/cemocracy/aft/nigeria.html.
3/20/2002.

Building Democracy in Namibia. hitp://www.usaid.gov/democracy/afr/namibia.htmi.
3/20/2002 '

Building Democracy in Rwanda. htip://www.usaid.gov/democracy/afr/rwanda.html.
3/20/2002.

Building Democracy in Senegal.  htip://www.usaid.gov/democracy/afv/senegal html.
3/20/2002.

Building Democracy in Sierra Leone.  http://www.usaid.gov/democracy/afr/sierra
Leone. html. 3/20/2002.

Building Democracy in South Africa.  http://www.usaid.gov/democracv/aft/soafrica.
html.  3/20/2002.
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Building Democracy in Tanzania.
3/20/2002

http://www.usaid.eov/democracy/afritanzania himl.

Building Democracy in Uganda. http//www.usaid.gov/democracv/afruganda.html.
3/20/2002.

Building Democracy in Zambia. http://www.usaid.gov/democracv/aft/zambia.html.
3/20/2002.

Building Democracy in Zimbabwe. http://www.usaid.gov/democracv/afr/zimbabwe.
html. 3/20/2002

USAID. Civil Society. http://www.usaid.gov/democracy/office/civ.html. 3/21/02.

USAID. Governance. http://fwww usaid.gov/democracy/office/gov.himi. 3/21/2002.

USAID. Rule of Law. http://www.usaid.gov/democracy/office/rol.html. 3/21/02.

UNDP. Governance; Decentralized, Democratic, Participatory and Transparent Governance.
UNDP Tanzania Country Office.  http://www.tz.undp.org/programme/gov.html.
3/25/2002.

USAID. Country-Specific Information — USAID/Tanzania  Activities.
http://www.frameweb.org/AIDMaterials/2Pagers/Tanzanial2.html. 3/25/2002.

USAID — AFRICA BUREAU — STUDIES USED IN DEVELOPING MINI-CASES

Catholic Relief Services-USCC. Programmatic Environmental Assessment of Small-Scale
Irrigation in Ethiopia Being Carried Out by USAID-Funded Title Il Cooperating
Sponsors. Tom Catterson, Ato Moges Worku, Ato Messele Endalew, Carmela Green
Abate, Frank Brockman, Ato Abebe Wolde Amanuel, and Ato Kibru Mamusha.
USAID/AFR/SD and USAID/DCHA/FFP. September 1999.

USAID. Democracy and Governance and Cross-Sectoral Linkages — Guinea. Robert
Charlick and Hal Lippman. Center for Development Information and Evaluation
Working Paper No. 315, USAID Document PN-ACG-601. February 2000.

USAID. Democracy and Governance and Cross-Sectoral Linkages — Madagascar. Hal
Lippman, and Richard Blue. Center for Development Information and Evaluation
Working Paper No. 318, USAID Document PN-ACG-613. March 2000.

USAID. Assisting Local Specialists to Set Priorities for Biodiversity Conservation. Project
d’Appui a la Gestion de I’Environnement (PAGE) Madagascar, PAGE Activity Report
1. October 2000.

USAID. Helping a National Park Service (NPS) to Market Itself Internationally.  Project
d’Appui a la Gestion de I’Environnement (PAGE) Madagascar, PAGE Activity Report
2. October 2000.
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Improving Environmental

USAID. Strategic FIA of an Eco-Tourism Development Zone;
Project d’Appui a la Gestion de I’Environnement (PAGE)

Quality at Isalo.
Madagascar, PAGE Activity Report 3. October 2000.

USAID. Quantifying and Communicating the Economic Value of the Environment. Project
d’Appui a la Gestion de ["Environnement (PAGE) Madagascar, PAGE Activity Report .

4. October 2000.

USAID. Quantifving and Communicating the Economic Value of the Environment. Project
d’Appui a la Gestion de ’Environnement (PAGE) Madagascar, PAGE Activity Report

4. Qctober 2000.
Introducing strategic Business Planning to the Ministry of the Environment in

USAID.
Project d’Appui a la Gestion de I’Environnement (PAGE) Madagascar,

Madagascar.
PAGE Activity Report 5. October 2000.

USAID. Supporting an Active Civil Society on Environmental Issues Through a Grants
Project d’Appui a la Gestion de 'Environnement (PAGE) Madagascar, "

Program.
PAGE Activity Report 6. October 2000.

EPIQ. Programmatic Environmental Assessment of Co-Management of Reserved Forests in
Guinea. Thomas M. Catterson, Boubacar Thiam, Dantily Diakite, and Rebecca Ham.

Prepared with IRG and Conservation International for USAID/Guinea under Contract
No. PCE-1-00-96-00002-00, TO 35. April 2001. -

USAID. The EIA Public Review Process as an Instrument for Conflict Management: QMM’s
Himenite Mine in Madagascar. Philip J. Decross power pont slide presentation. Project -
d’Appui a la Gestion de ’Environnement (PAGE) Madagascar. May 2001.

USAID. Public Review and Environmental Evaluation of a $345m Ilmenite Mine. Project
d’Appui a la Gestion de I’Environnement (PAGE) Madagascar. No date.
African Wildlife Foundation.  Programmatic Environmental Assessment for Road
Improvements in Tanzania’s National Parks. Raphael Mwalyosi, Weston Fisher,
Joseph Kessy, Emmanuel Gereta, Richard L. Engle, Ishael J. Varoya, Zafarani
Athumani Madayi, and Alan Kijazi. USAID/Tanzania. September 2001.

African Wildlife Foundation. Summary Programmatic Environmental Assessment for Road
Improvements in Tanzania’s National Parks. Raphael Mwalyosi, Weston Fisher,

Joseph Kessy, Emmanuel Gereta, Richard L. Engle, Ishael J. Varoya, Zafarani
Athumani Madayi, and Alan Kijazi. USAID/Tanzania. September 2001. '

Tanzania National Parks. TANAPA Environmental Management Plan Guidelines for Road
Improvements. USAID/Tanzania. September 2001.
TANAPA Procedures for Environmental Review ‘of Road

Tanzania National Parks.
Improvements. USAID/Tanzania. September 2001.
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USAID. PAGE: Helping Manage Madagascar’s Environment for Economic Growth. Project
d’Appui a la Gestion de I’Environnement (PAGE) Madagascar. November 2001.

USAID. Programmatic Environmental Assessment for Insecticide-Treated Materials in USAID
Activities in Sub-Sahara Africa. Brian Hirsch, Carl Gallegos, Walter Knausenberger,
and Andrew Arata with Michael MacDonald. USAID/AF/SD/Agriculture, Natural
Resources and Rural Enterprise Division. January 2002.

USAID — AFRICA BUREAU — ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW AND RELATED DOCUMENTS

USAID. Towards a Programmatic Environmental Assessment: Lake Victoria Water Hyacinth
Control Program. Walter . Knausenberger. Memorandum to Dan Moore, Jim Dunn.
and Don Clark, USAID/Uganda. March 30, 1996.

USAID. Scoping Statement Document for an Environmental Assessment and a Tropical Forest
Environmental Assessment Nialama Forest Reserve — Koundou Watershed, Lelouma
Prefecture. USAID/Guinea Natural Resources Management Project. 1996

USAID  Scoping Statement Document for a Programmatic Environmental Assessment.
USAID/Bissau Trade and Investment Promotion Support Project. 1996.

USAID. Environmental Assessment Final Action Form — Co-Management, Nvalama
Classified Forest, Republic of Guinea. Dantily Diakite, Ibrahim Sory Seck, Son Hoang
Nguyen, and Wayne McDonald. USAID/AF/SD/Division of Productive Sector Growth

- and Environment. August 8, 1997

USAID 2.5 Malawi Environmental Procedures. From Countrv Specific Supplemental
Environmental Assessment (EA) to Project Environmental Assessment (PEA) for the
Locust/Grasshopper Control. September 19, 1997

USAID. Programmatic Environmental assessment (PEA)} Final Action Form — Prevention
and Disposal of Obsolete Pesticide Stocks in Ethiopia.  Mark Davis, Biratu Oljira,
Kevin Helps, Alemayehu Wodageneh, and Dennis Panther. USAID/AF/SD/Division of
Agriculture, Natural Resources and Rural Enterprise. November 22, 1999

USAID. Democracy and Governance Cross-Sectoral Linkages — Mali Case Study. Dr. David
Miller, Dr. Gwen El Sawi, Pat Isman-Fn’Piere, and Heather Brophy.
USAID/AF/SD/Democracy and Governance Division. December 1999,

USAID. Democracy and Governance Cross-Sectoral Linkages — Zambia Case Study. Dr.
Dana Ott, Anne O’Toole Salinas, and Dr. David M. Miller. USAID/AF/SD/Democracy
and Governance Division. December 1999.

USAID. Water and Food-Aid in Environmentally Sustainable Development — Adn
Environmental Study of Potable Water and Sanitation Activities Within the Tiile Il
Program in Ethiopia. Dennis B Warner, Carmela R. Green-Abate, Addis Allem
Zelecke, Aberra Geyid, Nuri Kedir, Imeru Tamrat Yigezu, Yesuf Abdella, Aberra
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Olijirra, and M. Nassirou Ba. Report for USAID/Ethiopia under Contract PCE-I1-00-96-
00002-00. March 14, 2000

USAID. EIA as Strategic and Practical Planning Tool: The Isalo Ecotourism Development
Zone in Madagascar. Philip J. DeCrosse and Kalo Flipo-Rasendratsirofo. Published in
Proceedings of the 20™ Annual Meeting of the International Association for Impact
Assessment, held in Hong Kong Convention and Exhibition Centre. June 19-23, 2000.

World Resources Institute. April 2001.  Breathing Life Into Fundamental Principles:
Implementing Constitutional Environmental Protections in Africa. Carl Bruch, Wole
Coker, and Chris VanArsdale. World Resources Institute Environmental Governance in
Africa Working Papers: WP #2. April 2001. '

EPIQ. Formation des Commissaires — Enqueteurs Phrase Participation du Public. Michard,
Jean-Louis. Project D’ Appui a la Gestion de I'Environnement. September 2001.

EPIQ. Forest Governance and Communications under the Environmental Management
Support Project (PAGE} in Madagascar: Rationale and Strategy. Philip ] DeCrosse.
Projet d’ Appui a la Gestion de ’Environnement. October 2001.

EPIQ. Public Review Process of QIT Madagascar Minerals S.A. Environmental Impact
Assessment. Evah Andriamboavonjy and Philip J. DeCrosse. 200

World Resources Institute. Partitioned Nature, Privileged Knowledge: Community Based
Conservation in the Maasai Ecosystem, Tanzania. Mara Goldman. World Resources
Institute Environmental Governance in Africa Working Papers: WP #3. December
2001.

World Resources Institute. Whose Elephants Are They? Decentralization of Control Over
Wildlife Management Through the CAMPFIRE Program in Binga District, Zimbabwe.
Diana Conyers. World Resources Institute Environmental Governance in Africa
Working Papers: WP #4. January 2002. ' :

USAID. PAGE: Helping Manage Madagascar’s Environment for Economic Growth.
Powerpoint Presentation at USAID/Madagascar. February 28, 2002.

Project d’Appui a la Gestion de I’Environnement. A Support Project to Madagascar’s
National Environmental Action Plan. http://www.irgitd. mg/English/IndexEnglish.htm.
April 2002

USAID — AFRICA BUREAU ~—— INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EXAMINATIONS

Botswana/Regional Center for Southern Africa. FY1989 — FY1997. Natural Resources
Management Program, Botswana Component, Amendment, Southern Africa Regional
Program (SARP).
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Botswana/Regional Center for Southern Africa. 8/1/1996. Natural Resources Management

Program, Botswana Component, Amendment, Southern Africa Regional Program
{SARP). USAID/AFR/SD Website.

Botswana/RCSA. FY1989 - FY1999. South Africa Regional Natural Resources Management
Project.

Ethiopia. 9/1997 —9/2000. Strengthening Emergency Response Abilities (SERA).

Ethiopia. 6/17/1999. Resources for Development of Agriculture: VOCA Sub-activity. Food for
the Future: Agricultural Cooperatives in Ethiopia (ACE). USAID/AF/SD Website.

Ethiopia, Somali Region. FY2000 — FY200l. SpO i2: Animal Health Project. Save the
Children/USA.

Greater Homn of Africa (Eritrea, Ethiopia, Djibouti, Somalia, Sudan, Kenya, Tanzania, Rwanda,
and Burundi). FY1995 — FY2002. Horn of Africa Support Project (HASP) — SO 3
(“Establish a Strong Basis for Implementation of the Greater Horn of Africa
Initiative”).

Kenya. 8/9/1999. Conservation Biodiverse Resource Area (COBRA} Phase L
USAID/AF/SD Website.

Kenya/ESA. FY2001 —FY2005. SO 5: Improved Natural Resources Management in targeted
Bio-Diverse Areas By and For Stakeholders; No. 615-005.

Madagascar. FY1997 - FY2002. Strategic Objective #3, Intermediate Results 3.3 and 3.4,
Results Package 2.

Madagascar. FY1997 — FY2002. Strategic Objective #3, Intermediate results 3.1 and 3.2,
Results Package 1.

Mali. FY 1996 — FY2002. Livestock Results Package/Sustainable Economic Growth.

Mali. FY1996 — FY2002. New Opportunities Results Package/Sustainable Economic Growth
Strategic Objective.

Mozambique. FY1995 - FY2003. PVO Support Il Project, Amendment No. 2.
Rwanda. 1997 —2001. SO! — Increased Rule of Law and Transparency in Government.

Sahel Region. FY1998 — FY2002. Sahel Regional Program: SO 2: Regional Dialogue
Increased on the Role of Civil Society and Communal, Local and National Governments
in Achieving Improved Management of Natural resources, Food Securitv, and Market
Development.

South Africa. 9/30/1997 — 5/12/1999. Guguletu Community Development Corporation — SO
6 — Intermediate Results 6.3 & 6.4
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South Africa. FY1997 — FY1999. Kutlwanong Civil Association Integrated Housing —
Intermediate results 6.3 & 6.4

South Africa. FY1997 — FY1999. Municipal Environmental Infrastructure Urban
Environmental Credit Program.

Tanzania. FY 1988 - FY2003. Agricultural Transport Assistance Project.

USAID — AFRICA BUREAU — OFFICE OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT —
ENVIRONMENTAL ACTIONS

USAID. Programmatic Environmental Assessment for Insecticide-treated Materials in USAID
Activities in Sub-Saharan Africa. USAID/AF/SD Website. February 11, 2002.

USAID  Environmental Quality Bulletin Board. USAID/AF/SD Website, http:/www.aft-
sd.org/EnvironmentalQuality.htm. March 20, 2002,

USAID. Environmental actions Record List (356 Records). USAID/AF/SDWebsite —
http://www3.afr-sd.org:591/iee/FMPro. March 21, 2002

Ethiopia/Tigray. Tigray Post War Rehabilitation Program (TPWRP), under USAID/Ethiopia
MED SO IDP Program. USAID/AF/SD Website. April 4, 2001.

Guinea. Programmatic Environmental Assessment: Co-Management of Reserved Forests in
Guinea. USAID/AF/SD Website. September 28, 2001.

Kenya. 8/15/2001. SO 5. Improved Natural Resources Management in Targeted Bio-Diverse
Areas By and For Stakeholders; No. 615-005. USAID/AF/SD Website. August 15,
2001.

Madagascar. Sustainable Approaches for Viable Environmental Management (SAVEM) plus
Amendments and Attachments. USAID/AF/SD Website. FY1990 - FY'1999

Senegal. Special Objective/Casamance Recovery Project. USAID/AF/SD Website, July 13,
2001.

Sierra Leone. Special Objective [: Advancing the Reintegration Process for War-Torn
Populations in Targeted Communities. USAID/AF/SD Website. July 24, 2001.

South Africa. SO 6: Increased Access to Shelter and Environmentally-Sound Municipal
Services. USAID/AF/SD Website. September 5, 2001

Tanzania. SO 2 — Improved Conservation of Coastal Resources and Wildlife in Targeted
Areas. USAID/AF/SD Website. July 27, 2000.

Uganda. Northern Uganda Food Security Project (NUFSP). USAID/AF/SD Website.
September 20, 1996
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USAID -— OFFICE OF DEMOCRACY AND GOVERNANCE

USAID Weighing In on the Scales of Justice: Strategic Approaches for Donor-Supported Rule
of Law Programs. Center for Development Information and Evaluation, USAID
Program and Operations Assessment Report No. 7, USAID Document PN-AAX-280.
February 1994.

USAID. Constituencies for Reform: Strategic Approaches for Donor-Supported Civic
Advocacy Programs. Center for Development Information and Evaluation, USAID
Program and Operations Assessment report No. 12, USAID Document PN-ABS-334.
February 1996.

USAID. Decentralization and Democratic Local Governance Programming Handbook.
Center for Democracy and Governance, Technical Publication Series, USAID
Document PN-ACH-300, May 2000.

USAID. Conducting a DG Assessment: A framework for Strategy Development. Center for
Democracy and Govemance, Technical Publication Series, USAID Document PN-
ACH-305. November 2000.

USAID. Improving Democracy Promotion: FY 2000. Center for Democracy and
Governance, USAID Document PD-ABT-470. May 2001.

USAID. Users Guide. Center for Democracy and Governance, USAID Document PN-ACH-
309. June 15, 2001.

USAID. Participation, Consultation, and Economic Reform in Africa: Economic Fora and the
EG-DG Nexus. Center for Democracy and Governance, Occasional Papers Series,
USAID Document PN-ACM-002. October 2001.

USAID The Enabling Environment for Free and Independent Media. Center for Democracy
and Governance, Occasional Papers Series, USAID Document PN-ACM-006. January
2002.

USAID Annual Report: FY 2002. USAID/DCHA/DG. March 2002.

USAID — ASIA/NEAR EAST

USAID. Environment. Asia/Near East Bureau, htip://www.usaid.gov/Tegions/ane/newpates
/sectors/envir.htm. March 26, 2002.

USAID. USAID Environmental Procedures Training Manual for USAID Environmental
Officers and USAID Mission Partners: ANE Edition: March 2002. Weston Fisher and
Mark Stoughton, editors. Asia/Near East Bureau. March 2002.

USAID. Democracy&Governance. Asia/Near East Bureau, http://www.usaid.gov.regions ane:
newpates/sectors/demgov.htm. April 1, 2002.
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USAID — VARIOUS DOCUMENTS

Food Aid Management. Environmental Documentation Manual (Second Edition). Charlotte
Bingham, Walter Knausenberger, and Weston Fisher, ¢ditors. USAID/AF/SD and
USAID/BHR/FFP. February 1999,

Catholic Relief Services/Food Aid Management. 4 Cooperating Sponsor’s Field Guide to
USAID Environmental Compliance Procedures (Second Edition). Gaye Burpee, Paige
Harrigan and Tom Remington. February 2000.

PACT. Survival is the First Freedom: Applying Democracy & Governance Approaches to
HIV/AIDS Work (First Edition). USAID/AF/SD/DNG funding. March 2001.

USAID. Conflict Management and Natural Resources Management in Indonesia: NRM-
EPIQ’s Approaches & Achievements in Indonesia’s Democratization &

Decentralization Transition. NRM-EPIQ Conflict Management Presentation. January
21, 2002.

Tellus Institute. Module 10. Role of the MEO/Reg. 216 (Open Discussion) — Using USAID
Environmental Procedures Strategically. Charlotte Bingham for July 1999 USAID
Environment Officers Workshop. March 5, 2002.

Tellus Institute. Module 10. Role of the MEO/Reg. 216 (Open Discussion) — Is Reg 216 Ripe
Jor Revision. Walter Knausenberger for July 1999 USAID Environment Officers
Workshop. March 5, 2002,

USAID. Global Health: HIV/AIDS in Malawi.
http://www.usaid.gov/pop_health/aids/Countries/africa/malawi.html. March 20, 2002.

USAID. Global  Health: Leading  the  Fight  Against  HIV/AIDS.
http://www.usaid.gov/pop_health/aids/. March 21, 2002.

USAID. About Environmental assessment Capacity Building Program (ENCAP). USAID/AF,
http://www.encapafrica.org/about.htm. March 27, 2002.

USAID. ENCAP: List of Participants. USAID/AF,
http://www.encapafrica.org/GetCourse AndParticipants.cfm. March 27, 2002.

USAID. Communfty-Based Natural Resource Management. AIDS Brief for Sectoral Planners
and Managers. No date.

Development Alternatives, Inc. AIDS Toolkits: HIV/AIDS and Community-Based Natural
Resource Management. For USAID/AF/SD under HFM-0-00-01-00156-00. No date.
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WORLD BANK PUBLECATIONS AND REPORTS

World Bank. Public [nvolvement in Environmental Assessment: Requirements, Opportunities
and Issues.  World Bank/Environment Department Environmental Assessment
Sourcebook Update, Number 5. October 1993.

World Bank. International Agreements on Environment and Natural Resources: Relevance
and Application in Environmental Assessment. World Bank/Environment Department
Environmental Assessment Sourcebook Update, Number 19. March 1996.

World Bank. Mainstreaming Environmental Concerns in Economic Policy-Making: the action
Impact Matrix Approach. Wilfrido Cruz, Mohan Munasinghe, and Jeremy Warford.
Paper prepared for RIO+5 Consultations. March 1997,

World Bank. Environmental Guidelines for Social Funds. Douglas J. Graham, Kenneth M.
Green, Karla McEvoy. World Bank/Latin America and Caribbean Region. October 6,
1998.

World Bank. The Evolution of Environmental Assessment in the World Bank: from
“Approval” to Results. Robert Goodland, Jean-Roger Mercier. World
Bank/Environment Department Papers, Paper No. 67. January 1999.

World Bank. Environmental Assessment of Social Fund Projects. World Bank/Environment

Department Environmental Assessment Sourcebook Update, Number 24. January
1999.

World Bank. Environmental Management Plans. World Bank/Environment Department
Environmental Assessment Sourcebook Update, Number 25. January 1999.

World Bank. Public Consultation in the EA Process: A Strategic Approach. World

Bank/Environment Department Environmental Assessment Sourcebook Update,
Number 26. May 1999.

GOPA-Consultants. Mainstreaming Safeguard Policy Compliance within Community-Driven
Development Initiatives (CDDS} in World Bank-Funded Operations: An Exploratorv
Study Focusing on Africa (Final Report). World Bank funded. May 2001.

CSIR Environmentek. Integrating HIV/AIDS Issues into the Environmental Assessment of
World Bank-funded Development Projects in Sub-Saharan Africa. Vasna Ramasar,
Mark Colvin. World Bank funded. August 2001.

World Bank. Country Assistance strategies and the Environment: A Brief Priva
Shyamsundar, Kirk Hamilton, Lisa Segnestam, Samuel Frankhauser, Maria Sarraf.
World Bank/Environment Department. November 2001.
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World Bank. The World Bank Operational Manual Operational Policies: Environmental

assessment (OP  4.01 January 1999). http://wbin0018.worldbank.org/...
/9367A2A9DIDAEED38525672C007D0972?0penDocumen. March 25, 2002,

World Bank.  The World Bank — Environment Strategy: — Sub-Saharan Africa.
hitp://Inwev] 8. worldbank.org/essd/ess.../20923a5b25eald9485256a8b007c0fa9?OpenD
ocument. April 3, 2002.

INDEPENDENT REPORTS AND ARTICLES

NATO. Conflict and the Environment. Geoffrey D. Dabelko. Report on Proceedings of
NATO Advanced Research Workshop, Division for Science and Environmental Affairs.
June 12-16, 1996.

The Republic of Kenya, The United Republic of Tanzania and The Republic of Uganda.
Memorandum of Understanding for Cooperation on Environment Management. 1998.

World Resources Institute. Links between Democratic Governance and Environmental Policy
in Africa: Guidance for NGOs and Donors. Derek W. Brinkerhoff and Peter G. Veit,
Natural Resources Policy Consultative Group for Africa, Policy Brief #5. June 1999,

Government of Germany (GTZ). Sector Renewable Natural Resources Management. July,
1999.

Norwegian Institute for Urban and Regional Research. A4 Local Government Country Profile
Study of Uganda. Caroline Rusten Rugumayo. August 29, 1999,

Wesleyan Illinois University. Adccountability in Decentralization: A Framework with South
Asian and West African Cases. Arun Agrawal and Jesse Ribot. The Journal of
Development Areas, 33, 473-502. Summer 1999.

Harvard Center for Population and Development Studies. A History of Fear: Imagining
Deforestation in the West African Dryland Forests. Jesse C. Ribot. Global Ecology
and Biogeography, 8, 291-300. 1999.

Institute for Sustainable Communities. Guide fo Implementing Local Environmental Action
Programs in Central and Eastern Europe. Paul Markowitz. Funded by EPA and
USAID. February 2000.

Africa Centre for Technology Studies. Environmental Procedural Rights in Africa: an Agenda
Jor Reform. Prepared for Africa’s Ministers of the Environment at the Fifty Conference
of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity. May 2000.

Ribot, Jesse C. Rebellion, Representation, and Enfranchisement in the Forest Villages of
Makacoulibantang, Fastern Senegal. Chapter 6 from People, Plants & Justice: The
Politics of Nature Conservation, editor Charles Zerner. Columbia University Press.
2000
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World Resources Institute. Representation and accountability in decentralized Sahelian
Forestry: Legal Instruments of Political-Administrative Control. Jesse C. Ribot.
Georgetown International Environmental Law Review, Volume XII, Issue 2. 2000.

International Institute for Environment and Development. Science, Use Rights and Exclusion:
A History of Forestry in Francophone West Africa. Jesse Ribot, [IED Issue Paper No.
104, May 2001.

World Resources Institute.  Decentralized Natural Resource Management: Nature and
Democratic Decentralization in Sub-Saharan Africa. Jesse C. Ribot. Draft paper for
the Cape Town Symposium on Decentralized Local Governance in Africa. 2001.

Dwasi, Jane A. Trans-Bound Environmental Issues in East Africa: An Assessment of the
Environmental and Socio-Economic Impacts of Kenya's Forestry Policies on Tanzania.
February 2002.

World Resources Institute. Consultation on an Initiative to Promote Public Access to
Environmental Decision-Making. The Access Initiative: An Initiative to Promote
Access to Information, Participation and Justice in Environmental Decision-making.
http://www.accessinitiative.org/summary htrml. March 25, 2002.

Carothers, Thomas. The End of the Transition Paradigm. Journal of Democracy, 13.1, The
Johns Hopkins University Press. 2002.

World Resources Institute. Methodology. The Access Initiative: An [nitiative to Promote
Access to Information, Participation and Justice in Environmental Decision-making.
No Date.

UNDP. Attacking Poverty While Improving the Environment: Towards Win-Win Policv
Options. UNDP Poverty and Environment Initiative. No Date.
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